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THE RHETORIC OF ARISTOTLE: 
CHAPTER SUMMARIES 


BOOK I RHETORICAL SPEECH: its nature, its kinds, and 
the opinions it is based on 


Chapter 1 

There is an art of rhetoric centered on the study of enthymemes, persuasive 
arguments, in the same way dialectic is a preparatory study of demonstrative 
philosophic arguments. The current books called “arts of speeches” deal only 
with incidentals and not with the central activity of rhetoric. In lawcourts and 
legislative assemblies, there is not sufficient time or common ground for teaching 
or for a common pursuit of knowledge, but things that are true or just have an 
inherent persuasiveness. A study of common opinions and possible arguments 
from them gives one the means to see the better course in any situation requiring 
a decision, and to counteract weaker arguments. 


Chapter 2 

Since artful rhetoric is not manipulation into conclusions but the showing of evidence 
for them, the study of the art requires seeing what is available to be shown. An 
artful speech will show not only reasons for believing something to be factual or 
true, but also grounds for trusting the character of the speaker and for holding 
certain attitudes toward others. The two means by which all of this is done are 
enthymemes, which reason about matters of opinion, and examples, which suggest 
an interpretation of facts. Enthymemes argue from likelihoods, rather than from 
necessary or demonstrable premises, and by way of signs, rather than necessary 
inferences, and the arguments they use apply to any sort of subject matter. 


Chapter 3 
There are three forms of rhetoric. In the courtroom, speeches are made about 
past matters of fact, for the sake of attaining justice. In public assemblies, 
speeches give advice about future actions, for the sake of securing advantage. 
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On ceremonial occasions, speeches are made to display what is worthy of praise 
and admiration among human beings, to encourage the ongoing striving for what 
is beautiful in life as the highest end of political communities. 


Chapter 4 
Advisory speaking deals with everything communities deliberate about, most of 
which falls under five headings: revenues and expenses, war and peace, the defense 
of borders, imports and exports, and making laws to govern communal life. 


Chapter 5 
All advice about what is advantageous to a community aims ultimately at the hap- 
piness of its citizens. An artful advisory speaker must have thought through those 
things that are generally agreed to be necessary component parts of happiness. 
These are sketched out. 


Chapter 6 
In addition to happiness, everything chosen for its own sake is good, and all 
means to those ends are advantageous. Conventional signs of what is good are 
reviewed. 


Chapter 7 
Advisory speeches often dispute over which of two things is the greater good. 
Various general ways of arguing this, and examples of their use, are given. 


Chapter 8 
The greater good in any city will be measured in relation to the end taken as 
primary in the form of government by which it is ruled: freedom in democracies, 
wealth in oligarchies, education and the maintenance of a customary way of life in 
aristocracies, and security in both legitimate and tyrannical monarchies. 


Chapter 9 

Speeches for display single out for praise the virtues generally agreed to be parts 
of a beautiful character, and reserve the highest honor for those virtues seen as 
beneficial to others, such as justice, courage, and generosity. Other virtues of 
character worthy of high praise are temperance and greatness of soul, the latter 
being a sense of one’s own worth that leads to great deeds; the highest virtues of 
intellect are wisdom and practical judgment. Exaggeration of all sorts is appropriate 
in these speeches, where facts are not in dispute and the aim is to inspire. 


Chapter 10 
Courtroom speeches deal with acts of injustice, including all types of harm done 
willingly in violation of law, whether written or unwritten. All faults of character, 
whether settled vices or mere weaknesses, lead people to treat others unjustly, 
even when those committing the unjust acts are not unjust people. People are not 
responsible for actions of their own that result from luck, nature, or force; they are 
responsible for everything they do as a result of habit, reasoning, spiritedness, or 
desire. Willing action is always for the sake of some apparent good or pleasure. 
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Chapter 11 
The apparent pleasures that motivate unjust acts all seek sudden intense changes 
of feeling, some related to the body, others to the imagination. 


Chapter 12 
People commit injustices in various circumstances in which they think they can get 
away with them, against those who seem easy to take advantage of. 


Chapter 13 

All people have a notion that some things are naturally unjust, even when no written 
law forbids them, though there is disagreement about particular cases. There is 
also room for disagreement about acts that appear to violate the letter of the law; 
for instance not all taking of the property of others is theft. Speeches of accusa- 
tion or defense must make clear what constitutes injustice in the circumstances 
at issue. And holding a lawbreaker strictly accountable for any act of injustice is 
not always the best or the decent thing for a community. 


Chapter 14 
Acts of injustice differ in degree, and penalties should be adapted to them. 


Chapter 15 

Courtroom speakers need to deal with various kinds of evidence that exist prior 
to and independently of their own arguments. One is the written law itself, which 
may be ambiguous or outdated. Another comes from contemporary witnesses, 
who may have something to gain by their testimony, or from notable people of 
the past, whose judgments in similar situations are known. Written documents 
may be of more or less importance. Evidence obtained by torturing slaves is not 
necessarily truthful. And there are various ways to interpret the fact that one of 
the parties has voluntarily taken an oath, or has refused to take one. 


BOOK II. DESIGN OF SPEECHES: passions and 
predispositions of audiences and techniques of argument 


Chapter 1 
Whatever the merits of the arguments in a rhetorical speech, they will finally be 
judged by human beings, who will form some estimate of the speaker's character 
and trustworthiness, and who will have passions and predispositions that influence 
the way they regard the people and things argued about. While the passions vary 
from one person to another, there are typical feelings that accompany each kind, 
types of people toward whom they are felt, and typical occasions that give rise to 
them. An artful speaker needs to have studied these in order to show an audience 
when any particular passion is or is not appropriate. 

Chapter 2 
Anger is a desire for revenge for any perceived belittling of oneself or of anything 
felt as one’s own. Belittling is shown by contemptuous dismissal, spiteful thwarting, 
or insolent humiliation. Any unfulfilled desire or passion leaves someone prone 
to anger. The feeling of anger can turn pain into pleasure through the imagining 
of revenge. 
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Chapter 3 
The quieting or turning aside of anger produces calmness, and can replace a desire 
for revenge with a feeling of leniency. 


Chapter 4 
Liking someone is a desire for the good of that other person. Hostile feelings extend 
beyond anger and include a dislike of general classes of people, such as thieves 
and informers. Hatred also differs from anger; the former is incurable and is not 
satisfied by inflicting pain but only by seeing someone dead. It is possible to show 
people that those they like or dislike are not truly their friends or enemies. 


Chapter 5 
Fear is painful agitation from imagining an impending evil of a painful or destructive 
sort. It is generally frightening to be at risk of coming into anyone else’s power. 
Confidence is inspired by anything that shows that there is nothing or little to be 
feared from an apparent enemy or danger. 


Chapter 6 
Shame is painful agitation at one’s own bad deeds, even those merely intended, 
if they are of a kind that brings disrepute. Taking advantage of those who are 
helpless or poor is an example, as are all actions indicative of vice. Shirking of 
responsibilities expected of people of one’s sort, and going along with the misdeeds 
of others can also bring shame. But actions committed in the presence of people 
one does not respect bring no shame. 


Chapter 7 
Charitable feelings incline people to help those in need, and seek no benefit in 
return. The magnitude of a charitable act has reference to the need, even if the 
service rendered is small. 


Chapter 8 
Pity is pain felt at a destructive or painful evil suffered by, or about to be suf- 
fered by, someone who does not deserve it. It is felt by those who feel that they 
themselves, or those close to them, are vulnerable to suffering in the same way, 
but it is not felt by those who are wrapped up in their own present misery. Pity 
is driven out by a feeling of horror, but is enhanced by vivid evidence of suffering 
placed before people’s eyes or conjured up in their imaginations. 


Chapter 9 

Righteous indignation is the exact opposite of pity, a pain felt at undeserved 
prosperity. Like pity, it is a mark of good character, unlike envy, which is a pain- 
ful agitation at the prosperity of others like oneself, whether they deserve their 
good fortune or not. Envious people are maliciously pleased when others lose 
their prosperity. Righteous indignation is more likely to be felt when undeserved 
prosperity is newly acquired. A speech that arouses righteous indignation blocks 
the feeling of pity. 
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Chapter 10 
Envy does not involve any desire to have the things others do, but is pain at the 
mere fact that they have them. Those who are envious may have great prosperity 
themselves, but feel others get honor more appropriate to themselves, or gained 
with too little effort. 


Chapter 11 
Emulation is a feeling that is positive in those respects in which envy is negative. 
People who feel emulation are pained at the good and honored things belonging 
to others like themselves, not because those others have them but only because 
they themselves do not. It is characteristic of the young, and of those who may 
already have prosperity but desire to show they are worthy of it. The opposite 
of emulation is contempt. 


Chapter 12 

The predominant age, state of character, or condition of fortune in an audience 
or portion of an audience will influence its attitudes and passions. The young are 
dominated by desires, and are quick to anger. They love honor, but particularly 
the honor that comes from winning any sort of competition. They do not love 
money, and they prefer beautiful deeds to advantageous ones. They are trust- 
ing and full of hope, and easily moved to shame, to pity, or to laughter. Friends 
are more valued in youth than at any other time of life. Their errors come from 
excess and overenthusiasm. They feel certain about their opinions, and are apt 
to be unjust to others out of insolence. 


Chapter 13 

Experience has led the old to be uncertain about things, to assume the worst 
about others, and to expect little out of life. Their loves and hates have less vigor. 
They incline toward the vices of selfishness: stinginess, cowardice, and a lack of 
shame. They prefer advantageous deeds to beautiful ones. They live in memory 
rather than in hope. Their anger and desires have little strength, and this makes 
them appear temperate. They are not insolent, but tend to be malicious. They 
are inclined toward pity, not, like the young, from a love of humanity, but from a 
sense of their own weakness. They are full of complaints. 


Chapter 14 

Those in the prime of life are less subject to the excesses that characterize the 
young and the old. They are neither overconfident nor overfearful, and not 
particularly trusting or distrustful. They incline toward a balance of the advanta- 
geous and the beautiful, and to a mean between thrift and wastefulness. They 
combine the courage of youth with the temperance of old age. The peak of life 
for the powers of the body is in one’s early thirties, for the powers of the soul in 
one’s late forties. 


Chapter 15 
Good birth and distinguished ancestry lead people to be ambitious for honor. Nobil- 
ity belongs only to those whose lives live up to the distinction of their ancestors, but 
most people who are well born turn out to be second-rate people. Extraordinary 
human beings are born from time to time, and their offspring are no better than 
anyone else, so gifted families always tend to degenerate. 
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Chapter 16 


The rich tend to take their riches as the measure of goodness, and to become 
insolent and haughty. They are extravagant and ostentatious, and believe they 
deserve to rule. In sum, they are fortunate fools, but the newly rich have these 
vices to a greater extent and in a worse form than do those whose wealth is of 
long standing, since there is an opportunity for the latter to become educated 
in the decent use of wealth. The rich can be unjust either through insolence or 
from self-indulgence. 


Chapter 17 


Powerful people tend to be more ambitious, manly, and energetic than those 
who are merely rich. If the former commit injustice it is on a grand scale. Good 
fortune in general can make people arrogant and inconsiderate, but it can also 
make them devout, in gratitude to whatever divine power they view as responsible 
for their own prosperity. 


Chapter 18 


At this point, midway through Book II, the Rhetoric has dealt with the ends, 
opinions, and premises that differ for different types of speeches, and the pas- 
sions and predispositions that differ in different types of audiences. It remains 
to discuss “topics,” ready-made arguments that can be adapted to speeches on 
any subject and before any audience, and to discuss tactics of argumentation 
involved in all use of enthymemes and examples. The next chapter will address 
the most general topics likely to be of use in the three main kinds of speeches, 
those involving exaggeration for speeches for display, past facts for courtroom 
speeches, and future possibilities for advisory speeches. 


Chapter 19 


Various ways of arguing for the possibility of something, from the possibility of 
other things and from other kinds of signs, are reviewed. Arguments are given that 
make it likely, from other facts and signs, that something has in fact happened; 
these can also be extended to the likelihood that something will happen in the 
future. Arguments for the greater good were discussed above in Book I, Chapter 
7, in connection with advisory speeches; the same arguments can be adapted for 
use in speeches for display. 


Chapter 20 


Examples are either taken from historical facts or made up. Made-up examples 
may be analogies, such as those commonly used by Socrates, or fables like those 
of Aesop. It is easier to find a fable precisely suited to the matter at hand, but 
in advisory speeches, historical examples are more effective. All examples work 
best when enthymemes have been given first, and the examples follow them as 
confirmation of their conclusions. If the examples stand alone or come first, a 
number of them must be given. 


Chapter 21 


Maxims are weighty-sounding generalizations about matters of action, packed 
into pithy sentences. If they go against popular opinion, they need explanation 
either incorporated in them or added afterward. If they are well known or self- 
evident once stated, they may be very terse or even spoken in riddles. Clichés are 
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appropriate if they are to the point, since they make the point seem obviously true. 
Maxims of one’s own that contradict authoritative sayings may be useful to show 
one’s character or passion, since they reveal the universal basis of one’s choices. 
Unsophisticated audiences love maxims that generalize their own opinions. 


Chapter 22 

Enthymemes ought not to reason from too far back or to include steps that are 
obvious; they should reason from things that are familiar and near at hand, and 
not appeal to all reputable sources but only those held in repute by those in the 
audience. The speaker must have available information relevant to the matter at 
hand, and keep his arguments pertinent rather than generic. Enthymemes may 
show directly from things that are agreed that something is or is not so, or they 
may be counterarguments to the enthymemes of one’s opponent. 


Chapter 23 

Twenty-eight topics are compiled and presented with a wealth of illustrations from 
rhetoricians and poets. When there is a choice between using a topic directly or in 
the form of a counterargument, the latter is more effective, since it puts opposite 
conclusions side-by-side in a form easily taken in. The most effective enthymemes 
of all are those the audience sees coming as soon as they begin, or sees the point 
of as soon as they are complete, as long as they are not superficial, since people 
are pleased with themselves for grasping what the speaker has presented. 


Chapter 24 

Nine topics are presented that appear to form enthymemes but are fallacious. 
These use the language and have the form of syllogisms when nothing can in 
fact be concluded from them. Enthymemes establish only likelihood and never 
necessity, but they are still sound arguments. Fallacious enthymemes are illusions 
or tricks to make a weaker argument seem stronger. A speaker who has studied 
the common types of fallacies can expose them, and any audience can see what 
is wrong with them. 


Chapter 25 

Counterarguments differ from direct arguments only by making use of opposing 
opinions as premises, and all the same topics apply to them as well. A second 
form of refutation is by raising an objection that makes the opponent’s argument 
fail without need for a counterargument. If the opponent's argument depends 
on a universal statement, one contrary instance defeats it, but if it depends on 
a likelihood, an objection is insufficient to defeat it, though it may fool the audi- 
ence. To show that something is unlikely requires an abundance of examples to 
the contrary. Arguments from signs are always open to objection, unless the sign 
is of the infallible type that is a criterion for the conclusion. 


Chapter 26 
There are no special arguments for exaggerating and minimizing things. Just as 
counterarguments are the same in form as direct arguments, and objections can 
be stated to any inference or assumption, any argument that shows something 
to be the case may be modified to show that it is more the case, or less the case, 
than one might have thought. 
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BOOK III. PRESENTATION IN SPEAKING: 
wording and arrangement 


Chapter 1 

The things that make a speech persuasive need to be put into words, and those 
words need to be spoken aloud. Giving a speech is a performance: attention to 
melodiousness, rhythm, and variations of the loudness of one’s voice is necessary 
if one is to convey feeling effectively. It should be good enough if the way a speech 
is delivered causes no annoyance to distract from its content, but rhetoric deals with 
opinion, and opinions are influenced by the effect a speech has on the imagination 
and the pleasure it gives a listener. Skill at performance is something that has to 
be present by nature, but effective wording is a matter of art, and can be studied. 
The earliest rhetorical style to be made into art, that of Gorgias, was based on 
poetic wording, which is impressive to uneducated people but not appropriate to 
the occasions of civic speeches. Even the tragic poets gradually abandoned a style 
that was not suited to conversation. An ornate style of rhetoric like that of Gorgias 
is therefore an inappropriate imitation of an obsolete kind of poetry. 


Chapter 2 

The virtue of wording is to be clear, and to be neither above nor below its subject 
in the dignity of its tone. The use of prevalent words brings clarity, while a use 
of out-of-the-ordinary wording elevates the tone. The use of the latter must be 
unobtrusive if it is to avoid seeming contrived. Metaphors can give distinction 
to wording without departing from a conversational tone; eccentric, compound, 
and made-up words need to be used more sparingly. Appropriate metaphors can 
be clear, pleasing, and unfamiliar all at one time, and can be chosen to adorn or 
disparage the things they name. Well chosen metaphors bring the thing spoken 
of before one’s eyes. 


Chapter 3 
Four sorts of wording do not come off. Examples are given of compounded 
words, eccentric words, descriptive epithets, and comic or tragic metaphors that 
call attention to themselves rather than conveying anything clear. All these can 
come across as ridiculous. 


Chapter 4 
All metaphors can be worded as similes. The latter need to be used less frequently, 
since they have a poetic feel. 


Chapter 5 
Primarily, all wording in speeches needs to be grammatical and not vague or 
ambiguous. What is easy to read is easy to say and clear to a listener. 


Chapter 6 
There are various ways of making wording more weighty or more succinct. Weighti- 
ness can be increased indefinitely by describing something through attributes it 
does not possess. 
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Chapter 7 

Appropriate wording cannot use offhand language for weighty matters or solemn 
language for ordinary ones. It cannot attach ornamentation to run-of-the-mill 
things without becoming comical. Language appropriate to the feelings the things 
described call forth makes an audience sympathize with the speaker, and conveys 
a sense of the kind of person the speaker is. If a speaker overuses language 
laden with feeling, he can soften the effect by apologizing for it, but he should 
never lay on any feeling too thick with vocal and facial enhancements of his words. 
Harsh things can be more persuasive when said in a mild tone. Wording that 
would otherwise be ridiculous may be effective at moments when the speaker 
has roused the audience to a pitch of feeling; such faults may also be relieved of 
offense by irony. 


Chapter 8 
The pattern of wording in a speech ought never to be strictly metrical, but must 
not lack rhythm. Meter in a speech seems contrived, and distracts the listener 
from the content of what is said, but rhythm enhances the definiteness of the 
content. A suitable rhythm makes a sentence feel complete. 


Chapter 9 

Definiteness and completeness of wording are produced not only by the rhythm of 
its sounds, but by the way its content is composed. A periodic style of composition 
is the most pleasing to listen to and easiest to understand. A period is a stretch 
of wording that has a beginning and end in virtue of its meaning; it is easy to 
foresee as it unfolds, easy to remember when it is complete, and easy to take in 
at one time in one’s understanding. It has a length that does not pull the listener 
up short or leave him behind. A larger period may be built up out of clauses that 
are themselves periodic. Successive clauses that contain any sort of contrast form 
an antithesis, and if the two clauses are of equal length it is a balanced antithesis. 
These are especially pleasing because contraries side-by-side are easily grasped, 
and seem to demonstrate something. A similarity in sound at the beginnings or 
ends of the clauses reinforces the effect. 


Chapter 10 

Elegance is the quality that belongs to wording that makes us learn something 
quickly. A metaphor has greater impact than the same thing worded as a simile 
because the hearer has the pleasure of making the connection. Elegant arguments 
are those in which the point is not obvious before they are complete, and not still 
obscure when they are ended, but clear as soon as they end or just afterward. 
Antitheses and metaphors are the most highly regarded forms of wording, and 
especially metaphors that place things right before our eyes. A number of elegant 
illustrations are given. 


Chapter 11 
In order to bring things before the eyes, metaphors must involve activity. Some 
metaphors based on accurate analogies make us understand something but not 
picture anything. Homer in particular could make lifeless things come to life by 
making them actively present to us. Philosophy too requires a good eye for what 
is alike in things that are not obviously related to one another. Elegant effects 
often combine metaphor with misdirection, making a point more striking by the 
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use of surprise. The wording of anything is improved if it can be made brief and 
antithetical, because it will pack more learning into fewer words. Elegant and 
appropriate uses of ambiguities, similes, and hyperboles are discussed. 


Chapter 12 

Written speeches need precision in their wording, but extemporaneous or com- 
petitive speaking requires skill at performance. Faults of grammar or needless 
repetitions are detrimental to written work, but can go over well in performance. 
Repetitions of the same thing, with slight variations of wording and tone of voice, 
can give the impression that more is being said, an effect that can also be achieved 
by successive brief clauses strung together without conjunctions. Performance 
counts for more than matters of detail in speeches before large public assemblies; 
precision counts for more in lawcourts before smaller juries or a single judge; 
speeches for display put the highest premium on precise wording, since they 
continue to achieve their aims as written works after the ceremonial occasions are 
over. A speech that is clear will always be pleasing to the listener if it strikes an 
appropriate mean in the elevated or conversational tone of its wording, in length, 
in the use of customary and unfamiliar terms, and in its blending in of rhythm, so 
long as all these aspects of wording are chosen suitably to the situation. 


Chapter 13 
Every rhetorical speech has two main parts, a statement and a demonstration, since 
the speaker needs to lay out what is to be shown and then make it persuasive. At 
most a speech has four parts, if these two are preceded by an introduction and 
followed by an epilogue. The many divisions of speeches given names in current 
treatises are either subdivisions of these or distinctions without differences. 


Chapter 14 

An introduction to a speech paves the way for what follows. In speeches for display, 
speakers commonly follow the example of flute-players, who use anything they 
happen to play well as a prelude before the main performance. On a ceremonial 
occasion, a speaker can praise or blame anything, and then make a connection 
to his subject. In a public assembly, a speaker may state general advice and 
give some example of its application before moving on to the particular subject 
he is to address. In a courtroom, the speaker may begin with some appeal to 
the audience, and should always give the listeners some indication of where his 
argument will go. A speaker for the defense should clear away prejudice in an 
introduction, but a speech of accusation should reserve anything prejudicial to the 
defendant for an epilogue, where it will be remembered better. Some speakers 
begin by encouraging the listeners to be more attentive; others, with weak argu- 
ments, begin by trying to distract them with jokes. Both tactics are inappropriate. 
Distraction will work only with listeners who would not follow an argument well in 
any case, and encouragements to attentiveness are needed later, when attention 
has slackened. What is needed in an introduction is a summary statement of the 
matter at hand. In a public assembly, not even that is needed ordinarily, since 
everyone knows what has brought them together. 
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Chapter 15 
A courtroom speaker may attempt to dispel prejudice against a defendant by any 
sort of excuse, or by shifting the same sort of prejudice onto the accuser, or by 
speaking in general about the distortion of facts by prejudice. One may arouse 
prejudice by appealing to irrelevant circumstances, or by undercutting someone's 
good qualities by some pointed or repeated reference to a bad one. 


Chapter 16 

A narrative of facts need not be consecutive or complete. Speeches for display 
can pick out relevant facts, in any order, to back up whatever points are being 
made. Facts that are well known need only be alluded to, without narration. In 
courtroom speeches, the length and detail of narratives should be determined in 
the same way as any other aspect of a speech: enough to make all the points help- 
ful to one’s case without straining a listener’s memory. The common advice that 
all such narratives should be rapid makes no sense. Details should be chosen to 
reveal those choices that show someone’s character to be good or bad, and in ways 
that convey feeling. Narrative details can also convey the trustworthiness of the 
speaker, but this should be done unobtrusively. A telling detail that the audience is 
familiar with can make other things one says more persuasive. Narration of facts 
can be useful at various places in a speech and not just at the beginning. 


Chapter 17 

The main argument of a courtroom speech should focus on what is in dispute, 
whether the thing alleged happened, whether harm was done, whether it was 
serious, or whether it was just. The last three points admit of legitimate excuses 
based on ignorance or difference of opinion, but a dispute of the first sort always 
means someone must be lying. The main argument before a public assembly will 
make use of past examples to show what is likely to happen in the future. There 
is little need to demonstrate anything in speeches for display, unless the facts 
are hard to believe or credit for them is generally given to the wrong person. No 
speaker should ever use a long series of enthymemes; the listener's attention 
should be kept where persuasion is most needed. No argument should be given 
for anything the audience already believes, or about anything for which arous- 
ing feeling or revealing character matters most. Precision of argument is never 
as important as showing oneself to be honest, but there is most room for exact 
demonstration in courtroom speeches, since the law itself can be the starting point 
for strict argumentation. Counterarguments make their conclusions clearest to 
an audience, and these can be made preemptively if one speaks first; the speaker 
who goes second needs to begin with counterarguments to clear the way for a 
receptive hearing of his own arguments. Instead of praising oneself, or speaking 
abusively about one’s opponent, one can put things into the mouths of others, and 
instead of putting every argument in the form of an enthymeme, one may recast 
some in the form of general maxims. 


Chapter 18 
The most effective time to pose a question to an opposing speaker is just after he 
has finished speaking, when one well-chosen question can make some absurdity 
result from what he has said, or force him to equivocate. The one who is asked a 
question can argue that the question is ambiguous, and go on at length to deflect 
the conclusion his opponent is trying to set up. The questioner should ask no 
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further questions if he gets the conclusion he is seeking. Gorgias rightly pointed 
out that it is always possible to undercut an opponent’s seriousness by a joke, or 
his joking by seriousness. 


Chapter 19 
The concluding section of a speech should reinforce the various impressions the 
speaker wants to produce, and remind the audience of the main points of his 
argument, showing that he has done what he promised at the beginning, and 
contrasting his argument with that of his opponent. 


THE RHETORIC OF ARISTOTLE 


BOOK I 


Chapter 1. 

Rhetoric is a counterpart! of dialectic; for both are concerned with 
the sorts of things that all people in common discern in some manner, 
and not confined to any one branch of knowledge. And hence all 
people participate in some manner in both; for everyone to some extent 
makes an attempt to test and to support an argument, and to make 
a defense and an accusation. Most people do these things either in a 
random way or by a habituation that comes from practice, but since 
they admit of being done both ways, it is evident that it would also be 
possible to do them in a methodical way, for it is possible to see? the 
cause on account of which people attain their end, some by habitu- 
ation and others by chance, and everyone would agree immediately 
that such a thing is the work of an art. 

Now one might say that those who have composed the current 
“arts of speeches”? have not even provided a part of the art; for it is 


1 Literally an antistrophe, a stanza in a choral ode chanted in the same metric 
pattern as the preceding stanza, and danced in the same steps, but in the opposite 
right or left direction across the stage. Dialectic is understood by Aristotle to be the 
study of rigorous reasoning that begins from starting points not evident in their own 
right, but widely accepted on the basis of popular or authoritative opinions (Topics 
100a 30-b 24). Aristotle’s choice of the word antistrophos here echoes 464B-465D of 
the Gorgias, where Socrates calls rhetoric a counterpart for the soul of what cooking 
tasty food does for the body. 

2 The word is theérein; see 1355b 25 and footnote. 

3 Handbooks giving instructions for making speeches in court were common in 
Aristotle’s time. Aristotle is using the word “art” in the plural as a name for such 
books. Below, he coins the verb technologein, “make a speech-art,” first used at 1354b 
17, for what their writers do. 
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the means of persuasion alone that are intrinsic to the art, while the 
other things are accessories, and they say nothing about enthymemes,’ 
which make up the body of persuasion. For the most part they busy 
themselves instead with things that are extraneous to the matter at 
hand; for prejudice and passions of the soul such as pity and anger are 
not concerned with the matter at hand, but have to do with the juror.’ 
So if all trials were conducted the way they are now in some cities, 
especially in those with good laws, these writers would have nothing 
whatever they could say; for while all people believe the laws ought to 
make this pronouncement, some put it into effect as well and prohibit 
speaking outside the matter at hand, as in the Areopagus.° And they 
are right to make this the custom, for one ought not to lead the juror 
astray by provoking him into anger or envy or pity, since that would 
be as if someone made that very thing crooked that he was about to 
use as a ruler. Moreover, it’s evident that there is nothing appropriate 
for a party to the dispute to do outside of showing’ that the fact at 
issue is or is not so, and has or has not happened; as to whether it’s a 
great or small matter, or just or unjust, the juror surely ought to form 
his own judgment as far as the lawmaker has not determined it, and 
not be instructed by the parties in dispute. 

Now the most appropriate thing for laws that are laid down 
rightly is to determine everything that can be determined themselves, 
and to leave as little as possible up to those doing the judging; first, 
because it is easier to find one or a few people than many who use 
practical judgment well and are capable of making laws and adjudi- 
cating them, and next, because legislation comes about after people 
have considered things for a long time, while judgments of cases are 
made on the spur of the moment, so that it is difficult for those who 
judge them to do a beautiful job of coming up with what is just and 
advantageous. But the most important thing of all is that the judg- 
ment of the lawmaker is not on a particular matter, but is concerned 
with future and universal matters, while a member of an assembly 
or a juror is giving judgment about definite things immediately pres- 


4 The word enthuméma refers to anything with a connection of thought in it. Aristotle 
calls it a “rhetorical syllogism” (1356b 4-5). In the formal logic of our time, a syllogism 
is any set of two premises and a conclusion, and an enthymeme is a syllogism with 
one premise left out. Aristotle confines the word syllogism to arguments in which the 
premises are evident in their own right, or are consequences of other such premises, 
and uses the word enthymeme instead when any of the premises are merely probable, 
or only signs of other things. 

5 The word here is dikastés. In Athens, a large panel of ordinary citizens was chosen 
to decide each case as both jury and judge. 

6 The Athenian court that tried those accused of murder, and a few other serious 
crimes. 


7 The verb is deiknumi. Aristotle singles out deixis, argument from evidence, as the 
proper function of rhetoric. This falls short of strict and conclusive demonstrative 
reasoning, apodeixis, but goes beyond the mere arousal of passion or prejudice. 
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ent; for them, love and hate and private advantage are often directly 
involved, so that they are no longer capable of seeing adequately 
what is true, but their private pleasure or pain clouds their judgment. 
On other matters, then, as we are saying, the laws ought to make the 
judge authoritative over as few things as possible, but as for what has 
or hasn’t happened, will or won't be, and is or is not the case, it is a 
necessity to leave these things up to the judges, for the lawmaker is 
not capable of foreseeing them. 

And if these things are so, it is clear that all those who set out 
rules about the other things, such as what one needs to have as an 
introduction or a narrative, and each of the other parts, are making 
a speech-art out of things extraneous to the matter at hand; for they 
concern themselves in them with nothing other than how they will 
make the judge be a certain way, but they show nothing about the 
means of persuasion intrinsic to the art, and that is what might make 
someone become skilled with enthymemes. For this reason, even 
though the same way of proceeding applies to speaking in public 
assemblies and in lawcourts, and the business of the public assembly 
is of greater beauty and greater civic importance than that involved in 
private transactions, they say nothing about the former, but they all 
try to make a speech-art concerned with pleading in court, because 
speaking of extraneous matters is of less effect in public assemblies, 
and speaking in the assembly, because it has more to do with the 
common interest, is less able to work mischief than courtroom plead- 
ing. For in public assemblies, the judge is making a judgment about 
his own interests, so that there is no need to do anything other than 
to demonstrate that things are the way the one making the proposal 
claims, but in courtroom pleadings this is not sufficient, but winning 
over the listener is effective; for the decision is about other people’s 
interests, so since they look at things from their own perspective and 
listen for their own pleasure, they give themselves over to the parties 
in dispute rather than judging them. This is why, as I said before, the 
law in a number of places prohibits saying things extraneous to the 
matter at hand, but in the assembly the judges themselves are suf- 
ficiently on guard against that. 

But since it is clear that the way of proceeding intrinsic to the art is 
concerned with the means of persuasion, and persuasion is a kind of 
demonstration (because the time that we are persuaded most is when 
we suppose that something has been demonstrated), and a rhetorical 
demonstration is an enthymeme, and this, to put it simply, is the most 
decisive means of persuasion, and an enthymeme is a syllogism, and 
it belongs to dialectic, either as a whole or to some part of it, to look 
at what concerns every sort of syllogism alike, it is evident that the 
person who is most able to see what a syllogism consists of and how 
it comes about would also be most skilled with enthymemes, once 
he has also grasped what sorts of things an enthymeme is about and 
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what differences it has from logical syllogisms. For it belongs to the 
same power to see what is true and what is similar’ to what is true, 
while at the same time, human beings are adequately directed toward 
whatis true by nature, and for the most part hit upon the truth. Hence, 
having a good sense for accepted opinions belongs to someone who 
has a similar sense for the truth. 

So the fact that others make a speech-art for things extraneous to 
the matter at hand, and the reason why they turn their attention more 
toward courtroom pleading, are clear. Rhetoric is useful, though, 
because things that are true and things that are just are by nature 
stronger than their opposites, so if decisions do not come out the 
appropriate way, it is necessary that they have been made weaker 
by them,’ and this is deserving of condemnation. Also, in speaking 
before some people, it would not be easy to be persuasive even if we 
had the most precise knowledge, because a speech based on knowl- 
edge is something that belongs to teaching, but with some people this 
is not possible; it is necessary instead for means of persuasion and 
speeches to be made by way of things shared in common, as we said 
also in the Topics” on the subject of dealing with the multitude. Also, 
one needs to be capable of being persuasive about opposite things, 
exactly as in the case of syllogisms, not in order that we might act on 
both (since one ought not to be persuasive about corrupt things), but 
so that the way things are might not go unnoticed, and in order that, 
if someone else uses arguments unjustly, we ourselves might have 
the means to refute them. None of the other arts reasons to opposite 
conclusions; dialectic and rhetoric are the only ones that do this, 
because they are both concerned equally with opposites. The underly- 
ing matters, though, are not on an equal footing, but things that are 
true and things that are better are always easier to reason to, and, to 
put it simply, more persuasive. And besides these things, it would be 
absurd if being incapable of defending oneself with the body were a 
shameful thing, but it was not shameful to be incapable of doing so 
with speech, which is more distinctive of a human being than the use 
of the body. As for the claim that someone using such a power with 


8 The following sentence shows that the things similar to truth Aristotle has in 
mind are accepted opinions (endoxa). Hence he is not speaking of deceptive or illu- 
sory appearances of truth, but of beliefs which hold the same rank among things 
subject only to opinion that truth holds among things subject to demonstration and 
knowledge. 


9 Reading autén as in the manuscripts rather than the editorial emendation hautén in 
Ross's text, and understanding “they” as the things that are true and just and “them” 
as their opposites. The standard condemnation made of the sophists (see Gorgias 
520A and footnote), and not of rhetoricians, was that they made the weaker speech or 
argument the stronger. In Aristophanes’ Clouds, a father wants Socrates to teach his 
son how to make the weaker speech, which can overturn the stronger by arguing in 
favor of unjust things (882-884). 


10 At 101a 31-34. 
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speeches might do great harm, this applies in common to all good 
things except virtue, and most of all to the most useful things, such 
as strength, health, riches, and skill at leading armies; for one might 
confer the greatest benefits by using these justly and do the greatest 
harm by using them unjustly. 

It is clear, then, that rhetoric is not about any definite class of things 
but is like dialectic, and that it is useful, and that its work is not to 
persuade but to see the means of persuasion that are available on 
each matter; this is how it is with all other arts as well, since the job 
of the doctor’s art is not to make someone healthy, but to bring him 
along as far as is possible in that direction, because even for people 
who are not capable of gaining health, it is still possible to do a beau- 
tiful job of providing treatment. And besides these things, it is clear 
that it belongs to the same power to see what is persuasive and also 
what appears to be persuasive, just as with dialectic and what forms 
a syllogism and what appears to form a syllogism, because sophistry 
is present not in the power but in the intention, except that here one 
person will be a rhetorician on the basis of knowledge and another 
on the basis of intention, while someone is skilled at dialectic not on 
the basis of intention but on the basis of the power. And let us now 
try to speak about the way of proceeding that belongs to rhetoric, 
about the manner in which and the means by which we shall attain 
the ends we propose. So again, as if from the beginning, let us speak 
of the remaining matters after we have defined what it is. 


Chapter 2. 

Let rhetoric, then, be a power of seeing" what is capable of being 
persuasive on each subject. For this is not the work of any other art, 
because each of the others is instructive and persuasive about what 
belongs to it, as the doctor’s art is about things that are healthful and 
diseased, and geometry about the attributes that go along with mag- 
nitudes, and arithmetic about numbers, and similarly with the rest of 
the arts and kinds of knowledge. But rhetoric seems to be capable of 
seeing what is persuasive about any given thing, one might say, and 
this is why we claim that the artful character it has is not concerned 
with any special definite class of things. And among the means of 
persuasion, some are inartful and others artful. By inartful ones, I 
mean those that are not provided by us but are already present, such 


11 The word is theôrein, “beholding,” used by Aristotle for contemplative thinking, 
and for the power of recognizing things not resting on reasoning but from which 
reasoning must begin. The choice of word emphasizes that Aristotle understands 
the art of rhetoric not as a set of rules for persuasive procedures, but as, first of all, 
a theoretical study of what becomes “visible” or evident in persuasive speeches; 
correspondingly, the activity of the persuasive speaker is not getting people to do 
something, but getting them to see something, a showing or deixis (1354a 27, 1356a 4). 
This translation attempts to stay close to the simple notions of seeing and showing 
that Aristotle takes as the central tasks of rhetoric. 
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as witnesses, evidence obtained by torture, written agreements, and 
everything of that sort, and by artful ones those that are capable of 
being prepared by us by a methodical procedure; so one needs to 
make use of the former, and discover the latter. 

Of the means of persuasion provided by way of speech, there are 
three forms, for some are in the character of the speaker, some consist 
in putting the hearer into a certain disposition, and some are pres- 
ent in the speech itself by showing or appearing to show something. 
Persuasion is by means of character whenever the speech is spoken 
in such a way as to make the speaker trustworthy; for we are more 
persuaded, and more quickly, by decent people, about all matters 
without exception, and completely so in matters in which there is 
nothing precise but there is divided opinion. But even this ought 
to come about through the speech, and not because the speaker has 
a prior reputation for being a certain sort of person; for it is not the 
way some of the speech-art makers assume in their “arts,” that the 
decency of the speaker contributes nothing to his persuasiveness, but 
character, one might say, has in it just about the most decisive means of 
persuasion. Persuasion is by means of the hearers whenever they are 
led on into passion by the speech, for we do not render our judgments 
the same way when grieved as when delighted, or when friendly 
as when hostile; it is on this and only this matter, we claim, that the 
current speech-art makers make any effort to exert themselves; what 
concerns each of these attitudes will be made clear when we speak 
about the passions. And persuasion is by means of speech whenever 
we show something that is true, or appears so, from things that are 
persuasive on each subject. 

And since the means of persuasion are conveyed through these 
things, it is clear that grasping them belongs to someone capable of 
reasoning about and seeing things that pertain to states of character, 
to virtues, and thirdly to passions, what and of what sort each of the 
passions is, and by what means and in what manner it arises; so it 
follows that rhetoric is a sort of outgrowth of dialectic and also of 
the study that has to do with states of character, to which it is just 
to apply the name of politics. This is why rhetoric even slips into a 
disguise” in the shape of politics, and those who claim to have the 
former lay claim to the latter, in some cases from a lack of education, 
in some from false pretenses, and in some from other human failings. 
For as we said when we began, rhetoric is a certain part and likeness 
of dialectic, since neither of them is a knowledge of the way things 
are in connection with any definite subject, and each is a certain sort 
of power of providing arguments. 


12 The translation of this clause follows the manuscripts rather than Ross’s edito- 
rial emendation. 


13 The verb upoduesthai is a reference to the Gorgias, 464B and following. 
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So as for the power belonging to them, and how they stand in 
relation to each other, pretty much enough has been said. And of the 
ways of showing or appearing to show something, as in dialectical 
arguments as well, similarly here there is induction,“ syllogism, and 
apparent syllogism; for an example is an induction, an enthymeme is 
a syllogism, and an apparent enthymeme is an apparent syllogism. I 
call an enthymeme a rhetorical syllogism, and an example a rhetorical 
induction. All speakers who produce persuasion by showing some- 
thing do so by examples or enthymemes, and nothing besides these; 
so if it is a necessity in all cases that showing anything whatever is 
done by reasoning syllogistically or inductively (and this is evident 
to us from the Analytics),” it is necessary for the former pair to be the 
same as the latter. What the difference is between an example and an 
enthymeme is clear from the Topics (for syllogism and induction have 
previously been spoken of there), namely, that to show that something 
is a certain way ina number of similar instances is called induction in 
dialectic and example here, and when, certain things being the case, 
something else besides these follows from these by their being the 
case either universally or for the most part, this is called a syllogism 
in dialectic and an enthymeme here. It is also clear that each of the 
two forms of rhetorical practice has something good about it; for 
what was said in the Methodics* applies similarly to them, since some 
rhetorical speeches are suited to examples and others to enthymemes, 
and likewise some rhetoricians are good with examples and others 
good with enthymemes. Speeches that rely on examples are no less 
persuasive, but those that are full of enthymemes get a stronger reac- 
tion; we'll give the reason later,” and say how one needs to use each 
of them, but for now let us determine more clearly what pertains to 
these things themselves. 


14 The word epagégé is translated “induction” here only with reluctance. Aristotle 
defines the word as “the transition from particulars to universals” (Topics 105a 14), but 
he never uses it to mean a mere generalization made acceptable by an accumulation 
of particulars. The universal is something intelligible, wholly and precisely present 
in a single perceptual experience of a particular, and for grasping it, a single instance 
is sufficient, even if more facilitate its discovery. Nothing needs to be built up from 
separate pieces of evidence since acts of epagdgé “reveal the universal through its 
being evident in the particular” (Posterior Analytics 71a 8). But what Aristotle means 
by an example (paradeigma) in rhetoric is an alleged fact or invented illustration, which 
may serve as one type of sign that something general is true. The distinction between 
epagogé and paradeigma is between two types of example, one strict and reliable, the 
other approximate and at best probable, in keeping with the counterpoint between 
dialectic and rhetoric, but translating them as “induction” and “example” seems the 
least confusing choice. 


15 Prior Analytics 68b 10-14; Posterior Analytics 71a 1-11. The reference to the Topics 
in the next sentence is to 100a 25-27 and 105a 14-19. 


16 A lost work listed in some ancient catalogues of Aristotle’s writings. 
17 Especially at 1400b 29-33. 
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Since what is persuasive is persuasive to someone—and is per- 
suasive and credible either immediately by itself, or by seeming to be 
shown by means of things of that kind—and since no art investigates 
the particular thing, as for instance the doctor’s art considers what 
is healthful not for Socrates or Callias but for a person or persons of 
a certain kind (for this is intrinsic to the art while the particular is an 
infinite" and unknowable thing), rhetoric will not look at the particular 
opinion accepted by, say, Socrates or Hippias, but instead that which 
is accepted by people of a certain kind, the same way dialectic does. 
For the latter does not reason from things taken at random (since 
even to confused people, things appear to be certain ways), but from 
things that have need of argument, and rhetoric reasons from things 
that people have already been accustomed to deliberate about. Its job 
is concerned with the kinds of things we deliberate about but have no 
arts for, among the kinds of listeners who are not capable of taking 
many things in view together or of reasoning from a distant starting 
point. And we deliberate about things that appear to admit of being 
two different ways; for no one deliberates about things that cannot 
have been, or turn out to be, or now be otherwise, if he believes they 
are of that sort, since it would be of no use. 

It is possible to form syllogisms and draw inferences either from 
things reasoned out beforehand or from things not reasoned out, but 
requiring a syllogism because they are not accepted opinions; but it 
is necessarily the case that the former type of reasoning is not easy to 
follow because of its length (since the one judging is assumed to be 
a simple person), while the second is not persuasive because it is not 
from things agreed upon or from accepted opinions. So it is neces- 
sary for the things about which an enthymeme is a syllogism, and an 
example is an induction, to be those that in most circumstances admit 
of going different ways, and for them to be based on few premises, 
often fewer than the first syllogism would have. For if any of the prem- 
ises is well known, there is no need to state it, since the hearer adds 
that himself; for instance, to show that Dorieus won a competition in 
which the prize was a crown, it is sufficient to say that he won at the 
Olympic games, and there is no need to add that the Olympic games 
carry the prize of a crown, since everyone knows that. 

And since few of the premises on which rhetorical syllogisms are 
based are necessarily so (for most of the things decisions and inves- 
tigations have to do with admit of going different ways, because the 
things people deliberate about and investigate are things they act on, 
while all actions are within the class of things of that kind, and one 
might almost say none of them is by necessity), and things that happen 
and are possible for the most part are necessarily reasoned out from 


18 Aristotle’s point is not that there are infinitely many particulars, and one cannot 
know them all, but that each one of them has infinitely many interconnections and 
cannot be fully known. 
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other things of that kind, while necessary things are reasoned out from 
necessary things (and this too is evident to us from the Analytics), 
it is clear that while some of the premises from which enthymemes 
are stated are things necessarily so, most are things that are so for the 
most part; and enthymemes are based on likelihoods and signs, so it 
is necessary for the former pair to be the same as the latter.” 

A likelihood is something that happens for the most part, though 
not in the unqualified sense in which some people define it,” but 
as applied to things that admit of going different ways; it has the 
relation to the thing about which it is likely that the universal has to 
the particular. Among signs, one sort has the relation that one of the 
particulars has to the universal, but the other has the relation that one 
of the universals has to the particular. Of these, a necessary sign is a 
criterion, but the non-necessary kind has no name to indicate the dif- 
ference. By “necessary,” I mean signs from which a syllogism comes 
about, and hence a sign of this sort is a criterion, for whenever people 
think it is not possible to refute what has been said, they believe they 
are offering a criterion that it has been conclusively demonstrated, 
since a boundary and a conclusion are the same thing in the ancient 
tongue.” The kind of sign that is as the particular to the universal is, 
for example, like this: if one were to say that, since Socrates was wise 
and just, it is a sign that the wise are just. This is a sign, but a refutable 
one, even if what is said is true, since it does not form a syllogism; 
but if one were to say, for example, that since someone has a fever, 
it is a sign that he is sick, or that since a woman has milk, it is a sign 
that she has given birth, this is necessary. Among signs, that is what a 
criterion alone is, for only it, if it is true, is irrefutable. The kind of sign 
that has the relation of the universal to the particular is, for example, 
if one were to say that, since someone is breathing rapidly, it is a sign 


19 There are various relevant passages in both works, especially Prior Analytics I, 
8 and 13. 


20 That is, since there are only two sorts of premises in rhetorical reasoning, the 
likelihoods and signs about to be described, and the likelihoods all belong to the 
for-the-most-part category, any rhetorical premises that are necessarily true must be 
signs, though Aristotle will refine this point by distinguishing two kinds of signs. 
He is continuing to work out the parallels between rhetoric and dialectic; at 1356b 
10-11 he matched up enthymemes and examples with syllogisms and induction, and 
here he uses the same wording to match up the necessary and contingent premises 
of dialectical syllogisms with the signs and likelihoods used in enthymemes. The 
“sameness” of the pairs is not an identity in either case, or rhetoric would simply be 
dialectic rather than an antistrophe to it. 


21 What happens for the most part includes everything that happens by nature, 
but the fact that rain is likely in winter or scorching heat in late summer (Physics 
198b 34-199a 3) would be a matter studied by some art other than rhetoric. Aristotle 
is restricting the sense of likelihood relevant here to matters that human actions can 
cause to happen in one way or another. 


22 “Criterion” translates tekmérion and “conclusively” translates peparasmenon. Their 
roots tekmar and peras originally both referred to a boundary marker. 


141 


30 


1357b 


10 


142 


20 


30 


1358a 


10 


PLATO: GORGIAS anD ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


that he has a fever. And this too is refutable, even if it is true, because 
it is also possible for someone who does not have a fever to be short 
of breath. What, then, a likelihood is, and what a sign and a criterion 
are, and how they differ, have now been stated, but in the Analytics, 
distinctions are made about them more clearly, and the reason why 
some are incapable of forming syllogisms and others can be put in 
syllogisms is given.” 

It has been stated that an example is an induction, and what sorts 
of things it is an induction about has been said. It does not have the 
relation of part to whole, of whole to part, or of whole to whole, but 
of part to part,” like to like; whenever both fall under the same class 
of things, but one of the two is better known than the other, it is an 
example—for instance, that Dionysius, by demanding a bodyguard, 
was plotting a tyranny, because Peisistratus had demanded a body- 
guard earlier when he was plotting, and when he got it he became 
a tyrant, as did Theagenes among the Megarians. And all the others 
whom people know about become examples for Dionysius, when 
they do not yet know whether he makes the demand for this reason; 
they all fall under the same universal, that someone who is plotting 
a tyranny demands a bodyguard. 

The materials from which the means of persuasion that seem to 
be demonstrative are argued have now been described. But the most 
important distinction among enthymemes, and the one that has gone 
most unnoticed by just about everyone, is one that also applies to the 
way dialectic proceeds with syllogisms; for some enthymemes reflect 
a rhetorical procedure just as some syllogisms reflect a dialectical 
procedure, while others reflect other arts and capacities, both the ones 
there already are and also others not yet fully comprehended. Hence 
it also goes unnoticed by their hearers that by sticking to the latter 
manner of speaking, they cross the line out of rhetoric and dialectic. 
This assertion will be more clear if it is stated in more detail. What I 
mean is that dialectical and rhetorical syllogisms are concerned with 
what we call topics; these are common to things having to do with 
justice or with physics, with politics or with many subjects that differ 
from it in kind, such as the topic of the more and less.” For there will 
be no more syllogisms to be made or enthymemes to be stated from 
this about matters of justice than about matters of physics or anything 
whatever, even though these differ in kind. But there are also as many 
special topics as come from the premises that have to do with each 


23 Prior Analytics II, 27. 


24 Whole (holon) and part (meros) are meant here in the same sense as universal (to 
katholou, what applies to a whole class of things) and particular (to kata meros, what 
applies to part of a class) in 1357a 1 above. 


25 A topic is a ready-made argument; the topic of the more and less is described at 
1397b 12-19. Roughly, it is any argument of the form, if a is the case, then b must be the 
case all the more so, or if a is not the case, even less could b be the case. 
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specific kind and general class of things; for instance, there are prem- 
ises having to do with physics from which there is no enthymeme or 
syllogism that has to do with matters of ethics, and others having to 
do with the latter from which there will be none concerning physics, 
and this holds similarly in all cases. The common topics will not make 
anyone knowledgeable about any class of things, since they are not 
concerned with any underlying subject, but with the special topics, the 
better anyone is at selecting premises, the more he will be producing, 
without realizing it, a knowledge different from dialectic and rheto- 
ric. For if he hits upon its starting points, his speech will no longer 
be dialectic or rhetoric, but that kind of knowledge whose starting 
points he has. Most enthymemes that are stated are drawn from these 
specific kinds of premises, the particular and special ones, and fewer 
from the common topics. So just as in the Topics,” a distinction needs 
to be made here too, among enthymemes, between the specific kinds 
and the topics from which they are taken. By specific kinds, I mean the 
special premises of each class of things, and by topics, those common 
to all things alike. So let us first take up the kinds of rhetoric, so that 
once we have distinguished how many there are, we may take up the 
elements and premises connected with them separately. 


Chapter 3. 

The specific kinds of rhetoric are three in number; for that’s how 
many kinds the hearers of speeches belong to. For a speech is com- 
prised of three things—the speaker, that about which he speaks, and 
the one to whom he speaks—and it is to the latter, namely the hearer, 
that its end is related. And it is a necessity for the hearer to be either a 
spectator or a judge, and ajudge either of things that have happened or 
things that are going to happen. A member of an assembly is someone 
who judges about things that are going to happen, a juror about things 
that have happened, and a spectator about the ability of the speaker, 
so that there would necessarily be three kinds of rhetorical speeches, 
advisory, for the lawcourt, and for display.” Of advice, one sort is 
exhortation, the other warning; for those who give advice in private 
and those who address assemblies in common always do one of these 
things. In a trial, one sort of speech is accusation, the other defense; 


26 This is apparently a reference to chapter 9 of the treatise now known as On 
Sophistical Refutations, understood as a ninth book of the Topics. 


27 The last kind of speech is epideixis. The word was commonly used for the 
showy style of speaking indulged in by professional private teachers and paid 
public advocates. (See, for example, Plato’s Greater Hippias, 282B-C, and Thucydides’ 
Peloponnesian War, III, 42.) At the beginning of the Gorgias, forms of the word are 
used several times by various speakers to refer to what Gorgias does, but at 467C, 
Socrates transforms its meaning by challenging Polus to display the evidence for 
his contentions. Aristotle adopts that transformation; he takes epideixis as deixis (see 
footnote to 1354a 27) addressed to an audience that is not under an obligation to make 
a practical decision. 
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for it is necessary that the parties in dispute do one or the other of 
these. Of speech for display, one sort is praise, the other blame. The 
time that belongs to each of these kinds is the future for the advisory 
speaker (since he gives advice about things that are to be, either by 
exhorting or warning), the past for the courtroom speaker (since he 
always makes either an accusation or a defense about things that 
have been done), and in speech for display, the present is the most 
decisive (since everyone gives praise or blame in regard to existing 
circumstances) though speakers often make additional use both of 
past things by recalling them and of future things by foreseeing them 
in imagination. 

The end is different for each of these, three for the three kinds. 
For the advisory speaker, it is what is advantageous or harmful, since 
someone who exhorts is advising something as best, and someone 
who warns is warning against something as worse; other things, that 
it is just or unjust, beautiful or shameful, they take in as side-issues to 
that. For courtroom speakers, it is what is just or unjust; they take in 
other things as side-issues to those. And for those engaged in prais- 
ing and blaming, it is what is beautiful or shameful; they bring other 
things back to refer to these. A sign that the end for each kind is what 
has been said is that sometimes people might not dispute the other 
matters; for instance, someone pleading in court might not dispute 
that the thing happened or that he did harm, but he would never 
agree that he committed an injustice, or there would be no need of a 
trial. Similarly, advisory speakers often give way on other matters, 
but would never agree that they are advising disadvantageous things 
or warning against beneficial ones; but often they pay no attention to 
the fact that it is unjust to enslave their neighbors or people who have 
done no injustice.” Similarly too, those engaged in praising and blam- 
ing do not consider whether someone has performed advantageous 
or harmful actions, but often they even make it a matter of praise that 
he did some beautiful thing in disregard of what was profitable to 
himself; for example, they praise Achilles because he went to the aid 
of his companion Patroclus in the knowledge that he would have to 
die, though it was possible for him to live. For him, a death of that sort 
was a more beautiful thing, though living was advantageous. 

From what has been said, it is clear that it is necessary to have 
propositions about these matters in the first place, and rhetorical 
propositions are criteria, likelihoods, and signs, for a syllogism is made 
up wholly of propositions, and an enthymeme is a syllogism composed 


28 The manuscripts have the word not before “unjust” in this sentence, but it is 
deleted by Ross and other editors. Classic statements of both versions of the principle 
may be found in Thucydides’ Peloponnesian War. In the Melian dialogue (V, 89), a 
nameless Athenian representative argues that the injustice of destroying the people of 
Melos is beside the point, and in the Mytilenian debate (III, 44), Diodotus argues that 
the justice of destroying the people of Mytilene is irrelevant to Athens’ interests. 
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of the propositions mentioned. And since impossible actions cannot be 
performed and cannot have been performed, but only possible ones, 
and it is not possible for things that have not happened and will not 
happen either to have been performed as actions or to be performed 
as actions in the future, it is necessary for the advisory speaker, the 
courtroom speaker, and the speaker for display to have propositions 
about what is possible and impossible, and about whether something 
has or has not happened and will or will not happen. Also, since all of 
them, those who praise and blame, those who exhort and warn, and 
those who accuse and defend, try to show not only the things that have 
been mentioned, but also that the good or bad thing, or the beautiful 
or shameful thing, or the just or unjust thing is a great or small matter, 
either in speaking of them in their own right or in comparing them 
to one another, it is evident that it would be necessary also to have 
propositions about greatness and smallness, and what is greater or 
lesser, both universally and about each sort of thing, such as what is 
a greater or lesser good, or injustice, or act of justice, and similarly 
with the rest. The things about which one must necessarily get hold 
of propositions, then, have been stated; after this, distinctions need to 
be made about each of them as a special matter, namely, what advice 
has to do with, what speeches for display have to do with, and third, 
what court trials have to do with. 


Chapter 4. 

The first thing to be taken up, then, is what sorts of good and bad 
things an advisory speaker gives advice about, since it is not about 
them all but as many as admit both of happening and of not happen- 
ing; as for those things that either are or will be the case necessarily, or 
are incapable of being the case or happening, there is no advice about 
them. In fact, it is not even about all things that admit of happening 
or not, since there are some good things among these that happen by 
nature or from chance, about which giving advice is of no use. But it 
is clear that advice is concerned with everything there is deliberation 
about, namely, all the things that are of such a nature as to be trace- 
able back to us, and of which the source of their coming into being is 
up to us. We investigate things up to that point at which we discover 
whether they are possible or impossible for us to do. Now it is not 
required on the present occasion to seek to enumerate each of these 
particulars with precision, and to divide up into specific kinds the 
things people are in the habit of consulting about, and to go on to make 
definitions about them as far as possible in accord with truth, because 
that doesn’t belong to the rhetorical art but to one more amenable to 
knowledge and truth. And far more subjects than it properly studies 
have been given over to it nowadays, for what is true is exactly what 
we said before, that rhetoric is composed of a knowledge of analytics 
and of that part of politics that has to do with types of character, and 
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is similar in some respects to dialectic and in others to sophistical 
arguments. To the extent one tries to make either dialectic or this art 
into a kind of knowledge rather than a power,” he will unwittingly 
obliterate their nature by the transformation, re-making them into 
knowledge of some underlying subject matter rather than of argu- 
ments only. All the same, let us now mention as many things as it is 
useful to distinguish, while still leaving the investigation of them to 
the branch of knowledge that has to do with politics. 

For it is pretty much the case that of the things about which 
everyone deliberates and which advisory speakers address, the most 
important ones are exactly five in number, and these have to do with 
finances, war and peace, and also guarding territory, imports and 
exports, and lawmaking. So someone who is going to give advice 
about finances needs to know what the sources of income of the city 
are and how many it has, so that if any has been neglected it may be 
added, and if any is too small it may be increased, and also about all 
the city’s expenses, so that if any is unnecessary it may be subtracted, 
and if any is too large it may be made less. For it is not only by adding 
to what belongs to them that people become wealthier, but also by 
subtracting from what they spend. And it is not only possible to get 
a general view of these things from experience in private matters, but 
also necessary to be inquisitive about things that have been found out 
by others, for the purpose of advising about them. 

Concerning war and peace, one needs to know the city’s power, 
both how much is already available and how much is capable of 
becoming available, as well as what sort is available and what is 
capable of being added, and also what wars the city has fought and 
how it has fought them. And it is necessary to know these things not 
only about one’s own city but also about those on its borders and with 
which it might be expected to go to war, so that it might stay at peace 
with the stronger ones and have it be up to itself whether it goes to 
war with the weaker ones. It is also necessary to know their powers, 
and whether they are like or unlike its own, for it is also possible to 
get the better of them or come off worse on that score. And in addi- 
tion to these things, it is necessary to have studied not only the city’s 
own wars but also how those of other cities have ended up, for similar 
things naturally come from similar causes. Further, concerning guard- 
ing territory, one must not be unacquainted with how the guarding is 
done, and must also know the size of the guarding force, the form it 
takes, and the locations of the guard posts (and this is impossible for 
someone who has no experience of the territory), so that if the guarding 
force is too small it may be added to, and if any of it is unnecessary 
it may be taken away and protect places that are more suitable. Also, 
concerning food, one needs to know how much is sufficient for the 


29 See the first sentence of Chapter 2 above. 
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city, and what sort, including both the food grown by it and what is 
imported, and which items they need to export as well as which ones 
they need to import, in order for contracts and treaties to be made for 
them; for there are two kinds of people whom it is necessary to keep 
the citizens from incurring blame against: those who are stronger and 
those who are useful for these purposes. 

With a view to safety, it is a necessity to be able to see all these 
things, and not least, to have an understanding of lawmaking; for the 
preservation of the city is in its laws, so that it is necessary to know 
how many specific forms of government there are, what is advanta- 
geous to each, and what things each is naturally destroyed by, among 
both the things inherent in it and those opposed to it. As for being 
destroyed by things inherent in it, I mean that outside of the best form 
of government, all the others are destroyed when they become slack 
or rigid; democracy, for instance, becomes weaker not only when it 
is slackened in such a way that it comes in the end to oligarchy, but 
also when it is made extremely rigid. In the same way too, a hooked 
nose and snub nose not only come to the mean by being slackened, but 
also, when they become extremely hooked or snub, they get to such 
a condition that they do not even seem to be noses.” And it is useful 
for lawmaking not only to understand what form of government is 
advantageous by looking at past events, but also to know the forms 
of government in use among other peoples, and what sorts fit what 
sorts of people. So it is evident that for lawmaking, travels around the 
earth are useful, since it is possible to grasp the laws of various nations 
from them, and for political advice, the investigations contained in 
writings about the deeds of those nations, but all these things are work 
for the study of politics and not of rhetoric. The most important mat- 
ters with which someone who is going to give advice needs to have 
an acquaintance, then, are this many. But let us speak again about 
the things on the basis of which one needs to give exhortations and 
warnings on these and other matters. 


Chapter 5. 

For just about every person in private and all people in common 
there is a certain target they are aiming at in the things they choose 
and avoid, and this, to state it in sum, is happiness and its parts. So 
for the sake of example, let us take up what happiness, simply stated, 
is and what its parts consist of, for all exhortations and warnings deal 
with this and with the things that are directed to this and opposed 
to it; for it is necessary to perform the actions that provide for this or 


30 A rigid adherence to democracy, then, untempered by any non-democratic laws 
or practices, would result in something that no longer seemed to be a city. Aristotle 
defines democracy below, at 1365b 30-31, as a form of government that chooses its 
officials by lot, so that even elections, which make distinctions among better and worse 
qualified citizens, would be a slackening of pure democratic practices. 
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for any of its parts, or make them greater rather than less, while not 
performing actions that destroy or impede them or produce their 
opposites. So let happiness be good activity combined with virtue, 
or self-sufficiency in living, or the most pleasant life consistent with 
safety, or abundance of possessions and bodies* along with the power 
to protect and make effective use of them, since everyone pretty much 
agrees that happiness is one or more of these things. 

So if happiness is that sort of thing, it is necessary that the follow- 
ing are parts of it: being well born, having many friends, having good 
friends, riches, having good children, having many children, having a 
good old age, and also the virtues of the body (such as health, beauty, 
strength, size, athletic power), reputation, honor, luck, and virtue; 
for this is the way one would be most self-sufficient, if these goods, 
both within himself and external, were to belong to him, since there 
are no others besides these. Those within himself are the ones that 
have to do with the soul and the ones in the body, and the external 
ones are being well born, friends, possessions, and honor; also, we 
believe he must attain to positions of power and have luck, since his 
life would be safest in that way. Let us, then, in a similar fashion, also 
grasp what each of these is. 

Now in a nation or a city, being well born is to be the original 
inhabitants of the land, or ancient ones, and for the first ones to have 
been conspicuous leaders and for many of those descended from 
them to have been conspicuous for admired qualities; in private life, 
being well born is either from the father’s side or the mother’s, with 
legitimacy from both, and as with the city, with the first ancestors 
being notable for either virtue, or riches, or something else held in 
honor, and with many conspicuous young and older men and women 
coming from the family. 

Having good children and having many children is not unclear. In 
a community, it means that the youth are plentiful and good—good 
in respect to the virtue of the body, such as size, beauty, strength, and 
athletic power, while in the soul, temperance and courage are the 
virtues of the young. In private life, having good children and many 
children means there are many such children of one’s own, both female 
and male; of the females, the virtue of the body is beauty and size, and 
of the soul, temperance and a love for work without slavishness. In 
private life and in a community alike, one must seek to have each of 
the things of this sort present in both men and women; because those 


31 Probably meaning slaves, and possibly also livestock. The first definition given 
(eupraxia met’ aretés) approximates the one Aristotle arrives at dialectically in Book I, 
Chapter 7 of the Nicomachean Ethics (energeia kat’ aretén, 1098a 16-17); those that follow 
become increasingly more remote from it. The last is the least defensible, but is also 
probably the most widespread opinion, which is what rhetoric must begin with and 
work with. The crudeness of the word “bodies” in this context is surely deliberate. 
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among whom the condition of women is debased, as it is among the 
Spartans, are, just about to the extent of half, not happy. 

The parts of riches are a plentiful supply of money and land, 
possession of estates outstanding in number, size, and beauty, and 
also possession of conveniences, slaves, and livestock outstanding 
in number and beauty, with all of these safe, suited to freedom, and 
useful. Things that are fruitful are more useful, while those that are 
for enjoyment are more suited to freedom (and by fruitful I mean 
those that bring income, by enjoyable, those from which nothing of 
any worth comes, aside from the use of them). The measure of safety 
is what is possessed in sucha place and sucha way that the use of it is 
in one’s own control, and of being owned, when it is in one’s control 
to make it over to another or not (and by making over to another I 
mean giving or selling). Universally, being rich lies in using more so 
than in possessing, for the being-at-work and being-in-use of such 
things are the riches. 

Good reputation is being taken by everyone as a person of serious 
stature, or as the sort of person who has something that everyone, or 
most people, or good people, or sensible people aspire to. Honor is a 
sign of a good reputation for doing good, and those who are honored 
justly and the most are those who have performed good works, not 
that someone who has the power to do good is not honored as well. 
Doing good leads either to safety, and to whatever is responsible 
for its being present, or to riches, or to any other goods of which the 
acquisition is not easy, either in general or at a certain place or time; 
for many people seem to attain honor for small things, but places and 
times are responsible for it. The parts of honor are sacrifices, memori- 
als in verse or without verse, privileges, special plots of land, front 
row seats, tombs, portraits, maintenance at public expense, barbarian 
practices such as obeisance by prostration and stepping off paths, 
and gifts precious to various peoples. For a gift is both the giving 
of a possession and a sign or honor, and hence both money-lovers 
and honor-lovers desire them, since they both get what they want, 
because it is a possession which money-lovers desire and also has in 
it an honor which honor-lovers desire. 

The virtue of a body is health, but health of such a kind that people 
can be free of distress while using their bodies, since lots of people 
are healthy the way Herodicus® is said to have been, people whom 
no one would consider happy in their state of health, since they give 
up everything human, or most everything. Beauty is different at each 
stage of life. Ina youth, beauty is having a body fit for exertions, both 
for a running track and involving force, and which is pleasant to look 
at for enjoyment; that’s why those who compete in the pentathlon are 


32 An athletic trainer described in Plato’s Republic (406A-B). He was sickly himself, 
and devised a regimen for himself and others that made maintaining health their 
full-time occupation and worry. 
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the most beautiful, because they are naturally adept at force and speed 
at the same time. The beauty of someone in his prime is related to 
the labors of war, but involves being pleasant-appearing along with 
fearsomeness; of someone old, it is related to being sufficiently fit for 
necessary exertions, and not painful to see, on account of not having 
any of the disfiguring ills that afflict old age. Strength is a power of 
moving someone else around the way one wants, and for moving 
someone else it is necessary that one either pull or push or lift or press 
down or compress him, so that the strong person is strong by doing 
all or some of these things. The virtue of size is to be greater than 
most in height, girth, and breadth to just such an extent that one’s 
motions are not made slower by the excess. The virtue of a body for 
athletic contests is a combination of size, strength, and speed (and 
someone speedy is strong); for someone with the power to fling his 
legs a certain way and move with speed and for distance is adept at 
running, someone with the power to press and hold down is adept 
at wrestling, and someone with the power to throw a punch is adept 
at boxing; someone with both the latter powers is adept at no-holds- 
barred wrestling, and someone with them all is a pentathlete. 

Having a good old age is a slow process of aging with a freedom 
from pain; for if someone has aged quickly, or gradually but with 
pain, he is not aging well. That is a matter of bodily virtues and luck, 
for without being free of disease and strong, one will not be without 
suffering and pain, and without luck he could not stay that way long. 
There is also a certain other power of longevity apart from strength 
and health, for many people who lack the virtues of the body are 
long-lived, but giving a precise account of these matters is of no use 
for what concerns us now. 

Having many friends and having good friends are not unclear once 
a definition of a friend has been given, and that is: a friend is the sort 
of person who is active in bringing about things he believes are good 
for someone, for that person’s sake. Someone who has many people 
of that sort has many friends, and someone whose friends are also 
good men has good friends. 

Good luck involves good things of which chance*® is the cause, 
when either all, or most, or the most important of them come along or 
are present all along. And chance is a cause of some things for which 
there are also arts, and of many things in which art is not involved, 
for instance the things of which nature is the cause (though chance 
also admits of being contrary to nature); for art is a cause of health, 
but nature of beauty and size. In all cases, the sorts of good things 
that come from chance are those that are an occasion for envy. And 
chance is also a cause of good things that are beyond accounting for: 


33 The word tuché is sometimes used by Aristotle for all chance results of the complex 
interactions of other causes, and sometimes confined to chance that happens to affect 
human beings; in the latter instances it is sometimes translated here as luck. 
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for example, if the rest of the brothers are ugly but one is beautiful, 
or everyone else fails to see a treasure but one person finds it, or if 
an arrow hits a bystander but not the person aimed at, or if, the only 
time someone didn’t go somewhere he always frequented, others 
who went just that one time were killed. For all such things seem to 
be matters of good luck. 

Concerning virtue, seeing as how the most appropriate place for it 
is the one that has to do with praises, it is best left to be defined when 
we give an account of praise." 


Chapter 6. 

It is clear, then, what one needs to be aiming at in exhortations 
for the future or present, and in warnings, since they are against the 
opposites of those things. But since the target immediately before for 
someone giving advice is what is advantageous (for people deliber- 
ate not about the end but about the means to the end, and these are 
things advantageous in regard to actions, and what is advantageous 
is good), what needs to be grasped would be the elements that go into 
something good and advantageous, taken simply. 

So let the good be that which is chosen itself for its own sake, and 
for the sake of which we choose something else, and at which all things 
that have sense perception and intelligence aim (or would if they were 
to get intelligence), and all the things that intelligence would give over 
to each and all the things that intelligence in each case does give over 
to each; for the good for each thing is that which, when it is present, 
puts that thing in a sound and self-sufficient condition, and its good 
is its self-sufficiency along with the things that tend to produce or 
preserve such things and the things from which such things follow, 
as well as the things that prevent and destroy their opposites. Some- 
thing follows in two ways, either simultaneously or subsequently; for 
instance knowing is subsequent to learning, but living is simultaneous 
with being healthy. And what tends to produce something has three 
senses, as being healthy produces health, as food produces health, 
and as gymnastic exercise does, because for the most part it produces 
health. With these things laid down, it is necessary that both gains of 
good things and losses of bad ones are good, for not having the bad is 
simultaneous with the one and having the good is subsequent to the 
other. That is also necessary in the cases of gaining a greater in place 
of a lesser good or a lesser in place of a greater evil; for by the amount 
that the greater exceeds the lesser, to that extent it becomes a gain of 
the one or a loss of the other. It is also necessary for the virtues to be 
a good thing (for those who have them are in a sound condition as a 
result of them, and they also tend to produce good things and lead to 
actions, but what each virtue is and what kind it is needs to be spoken 


34 Book I, Chapter 9. 
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of separately for each),* and for pleasure to be a good thing; for all 
animals desire it by nature, and so it is necessary for both pleasant 
things and beautiful things to be good, since the former tend to pro- 
duce pleasure, while among beautiful things, some are pleasant and 
others are themselves chosen in virtue of themselves. 

To speak of them one by one, it is necessary for the following to 
be good things. Happiness, since it is both chosen in virtue of itself 
and self-sufficient, and we choose everything else for its sake. Justice, 
courage, temperance, greatness of soul, magnificence, and other active 
conditions of that sort, since they are virtues of a soul. Health and 
beauty and things of that sort, since they are virtues of a body and 
tend to produce many things, as health tends to produce both pleasure 
and life, which is why it seems to be the greatest good, because it is 
responsible for two of the things most honored by most people, plea- 
sure and life. Riches, since that is the virtue of acquisition and tends to 
produce many things. A friend and friendship, for a friend is chosen 
in virtue of himself, and also tends to produce many things. Honor 
and reputation, for they are both pleasant and tend to produce many 
things, and for the most part the possession of the things for which 
people are honored goes along with them. The power of speaking 
and of action, for all such things tend to produce many good things. 
Also natural giftedness, memory, ease of learning, quickness of mind, 
and all such things, since these powers tend to produce good things. 
Similarly, all kinds of knowledge and all arts. And life, for if no other 
good thing were to follow from it, it would still be chosen in virtue of 
itself. And justice, for it is something advantageous in common. 

These, then, are pretty much the things agreed to be good; but 
among the disputable ones, syllogisms are based on the following 
points. That of which the opposite of bad is good. Also that of which 
the opposite is advantageous to one’s enemies; for example, if being 
cowards is the most advantageous thing for one’s enemies, it is evi- 
dent that courage is the most beneficial thing for the citizens. And 
generally, the opposite of what one’s enemies want and take joy in 
appears to be beneficial; this is why it was said “Priam would surely 
be delighted.”* But this is not always the case, though for the most 
part it is, for nothing prevents the same thing from sometimes being 
advantageous to opposite sides; hence it is said that evils bring human 
beings together, whenever the same thing is harmful to both sides. 
That of which there is no possibility of excess is good, but whatever 
is greater than it ought to be is bad. And that for the sake of which 


35 See 1366b 1-22. 


36 At the quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon that begins the Iliad (I, 255). 
The two quotations a few lines below are from Bk. II of the Iliad (160, 298), on the 
futility of going home without Helen after ten years of fighting. The proverb has 
something to do with spilling a drink that took labor to fetch when it is on the point 
of being served. 
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a lot has been suffered or spent, for it is already an apparent good, 
and such a thing is accepted as an end, and an end worth a lot, and 
the end is what is good. Hence these things were said: “she would 
be something for Priam to boast of,” and “it is a disgraceful thing to 
stay so long,” and also the proverb about the pitcher at the door. And 
something that a lot of people aim at, and is obviously fought over, for 
that which everyone aims at was said to be good, and a lot of people 
gives the appearance of being everyone. And what is praised, since 
no one praises what is not good. And what enemies and worthless 
people praise, for it is just as if everyone were already in agreement if 
even those who have come off badly from it are in agreement about it; 
for it is because it is something obvious that they would be in agree- 
ment, just as it is worthless people on whom their friends cast blame 
and their enemies do not (which is why the Corinthians presumed 
they had been insulted by Simonides when he wrote “Troy finds no 
fault with the Corinthians”). And what any good man or woman 
with practical judgment has shown a preference for, as Athena did 
for Odysseus, Theseus for Helen, the goddesses for Paris, and Homer 
for Achilles. 

And in all cases, things that are chosen, and people choose to do 
the things that have been mentioned, and also to do bad things to their 
enemies and good to their friends, and to do what is in their power. 
The latter has two senses, referring both to things that can happen 
and to those that happen easily; and easy things are those that happen 
either painlessly or in a short time, since what is difficult is marked 
by either pain or extent of time. And what goes the way people want; 
and they want either nothing bad or something less bad than good 
(and this will be the case when the price to be paid is either unnoticed 
or small). And deeds that are peculiarly theirs and no one else’s and 
exceptional, for in that way the honor is greater. And deeds especially 
fitted to themselves; and of this sort are deeds appropriate to their 
family and power, and deeds they believe they have fallen short in, 
even if they are minor, since they nevertheless choose to perform these 
actions. And deeds that are readily accomplished, since they are in 
their power and easy; and deeds that everyone, or most people, or 
people like them or inferior to them have succeeded at are readily 
accomplished. And deeds that will delight their friends or be hateful 
to their enemies. And those actions that people they admire choose 
to perform. And deeds they are naturally gifted for or experienced 
at, since they believe they will succeed at them easily. And deeds no 
worthless person chooses, for these are praised more. And deeds they 
happen to have a longing for, since they are not only pleasant but also 
seem to be better. And most of all, each sort of people chooses deeds 
related to the things they are devoted to, as those who love winning 
choose what will bring victory, honor-lovers what will bring honor, 
money-lovers what will bring money, and the same way with the rest. 


153 


10 


20 


30 


1363b 


154 


10 


20 


30 


1364a 


PLATO: GORGIAS anD ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


The means of persuasion concerning what is good and advantageous 
need to be grasped from these things. 


Chapter 7. 

But since often when people agree that both of two things are 
advantageous, they dispute over which is more so, the next thing to 
be spoken of would be concerned with the greater good and what 
brings more advantage. Let what is so much and beyond it be exceed- 
ing and what is contained within be exceeded; let greater and more 
numerous always be relative to less, and great, small, many, and few 
be relative to the size of most things, and let what exceeds be great 
and what falls short be small, and the same way with many and few. 
Now since we call something good that is itself chosen for its own sake 
and not for the sake of anything else, and something that all things 
aim at and would choose if they were to get intelligence and practical 
judgment, and what tends to produce, to preserve, or to follow upon 
such things, and since an end is that for the sake of which other things 
are done, and what has these attributes relatively to a certain person 
is good for him, it is necessary that more than one of these things, or 
more than some lesser number, when that one or that lesser number 
are counted in among them, would be a greater good; for it exceeds 
them, and what is included within something is exceeded. 

And if one thing that is greatest exceeds another thing that is great- 
est, things of the first kind also exceed those of the second; and for all 
kinds that exceed other kinds, the greatest in the one also exceeds the 
greatest in the other. For instance, if the largest man is larger than the 
largest woman, then men in general are also larger than women, and 
if men in general are larger than women, then the largest man is also 
larger than the largest woman; for the general kinds that exceed and 
the greatest members within them are in proportion. And when this 
follows upon that, but not that upon this, and follows either simulta- 
neously, successively, or in potency, that exceeds this, for the use of 
the thing that follows is included in that of the other. Living follows 
simultaneously upon being healthy, but not the latter upon the former, 
knowing follows successively upon learning, and stealing follows 
upon desecrating a temple in potency, since someone who desecrates 
a temple would steal from it. And things exceeding the same thing by 
a greater amount are greater, since they are necessarily greater even 
than that greater amount. And things that tend to produce a greater 
good are greater, for that is what was meant by being something that 
tends to produce something greater. And when the thing tending to 
produce something is greater, the thing produced is likewise greater; 
for if something healthy is more choiceworthy and a greater good 
than something pleasant, then health is also greater than pleasure. 
And what is more choiceworthy in virtue of itself is greater than what 
is chosen not in virtue of itself; for instance strength is greater than 
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something healthy, since the latter is not chosen for its own sake, but 
the former is, which is what the good meant. 

And if one thing is an end while another is not an end; for the latter 
is chosen for the sake of something else, but the former for the sake of 
itself, as gymnastic exercise is chosen for the sake of the body’s well- 
being. And that which has less additional need of any other thing or 
things, since it is more self-sufficient; and what has additional need 
of fewer things or of things easier to get has need of less. And when 
this is not present without that, or is not capable of coming into being, 
but that is without this, the one without the need is more self-suf- 
ficient, and is thus manifestly a greater good. And if something is a 
source, and another is not a source, or is a cause, and the other is not 
a cause,” for the same reason; for without a cause and source a thing 
is incapable of being or coming into being. And of two sources, what 
comes from the greater source is greater, and of two causes, what 
comes from the greater cause is greater; and conversely, the source 
of what is greater is the greater of two sources, and the cause of what 
is greater is the greater of two causes. So it is evident from the things 
that have been said that there are two ways for something to appear 
greater; for it will seem greater both if it is a source and the other 
thing is not, and if it is not a source and the other thing is, since the 
end and not the source is greater. In this way, Leodamas, making an 
accusation against Callistratus, said the one who gave advice com- 
mitted a greater injustice than the one who performed the action, 
since it would not have been performed if he had not advised it; then 
again, against Chabrias, he said the one who performed the action 
committed a greater injustice than the one who gave the advice, since 
it would not have happened if there had been no one to perform the 
action, because it is for the sake of this that someone hatches a plot, 
for people to carry it into action.* 

And something that is more scarce is a greater good than some- 
thing plentiful, as gold is in comparison to iron, even though it is less 
useful, since its possession is a greater thing on account of being more 
difficult. But in another way, what is more plentiful is greater than 
what is more scarce, for the frequent exceeds the rare, and hence it is 


37 Ina strict sense, Aristotle uses the word cause (aition) only for first causes, and 
as synonymous with the word for source (arché), but aition can be used for anything 
in any way responsible for something else, and apply to intermediate or incidental 
steps in a causal series. 


38 Callistratus and Chabrias were tried for their involvement in the loss to the The- 
bans of a town on the border of Athenian territory. The example illustrates the point 
made in Chapter 2, that rhetoric deals with matters that admit of being decided in 
opposite ways. The reader may be reminded of the story of the lawyer who argued that 
his client had an alibi for the time the car was stolen, and had the owner's permission 
to use it anyway, and in any case it was already dented before he drove it. 
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said, “Water is best.”*? And what is more difficult is generally greater 
than what is easier, since it is more scarce, but in another way, what 
is easier is greater than what is more difficult, for that is the way we 
want things. Also that of which the opposite or the lack is greater. And 
virtue is a greater thing than the lack of vice, and vice than the lack of 
virtue, for the former member of each pair is the complete condition 
of which the latter is an incomplete version. And those things that 
lead to more beautiful or more shameful deeds are themselves greater, 
and those deeds that come from greater vices and virtues are greater, 
since as the causes and sources are to one another, so are their effects, 
and as the effects, so are the causes and sources. And those things of 
which an excess” is more choiceworthy or more beautiful, as seeing 
acutely is more choiceworthy than smelling acutely (since sight is also 
more choiceworthy than smell), and acting on the basis of passionate 
devotion to one’s companions is a more beautiful thing than acting on 
the basis of passionate devotion to money, so that passionate devo- 
tion to companions is also more beautiful than passionate devotion to 
money. And the other way around as well, excesses of better things 
are better, and excesses of beautiful things are more beautiful. Also 
those things for which the desires are more beautiful or better, since 
greater longings are for greater things; and if the things they are for 
are more beautiful or better, the desires are better and more beautiful 
as well, for the same reason. 

And the things that the more beautiful or more serious kinds of 
knowledge are concerned with are also more beautiful and more 
serious, for the truth about something has the same standing as the 
knowledge of it, and each kind of knowledge has command of what 
belongs to it. And the kinds of knowledge concerned with more 
serious and more beautiful things are proportionate to them for the 
same reason. And it is a necessity that what people with practical 
judgment—either all, or many, or most, or the best of them—would 
judge or have judged to be a greater good is that way either simply 
or in the respect in which it accords with the judgment they made 
about it. This is a point that applies in common to other things as well: 
for what anything is, and to what degree, and of what kind, are the 
way knowledge and practical judgment would say they are. But we 
have been speaking about good things, for the good was defined as 
what something that acquired practical judgment would choose in 


39 The beginning of Pindar’s first Olympian ode. The full line continues, “but gold 
is a blazing fire.” 


40 Most translators shy away from translating this word accurately here, out of a 
misunderstanding of the praise of the mean in Aristotle’s ethics. Although courage, 
for example, is always a mean between cowardice and rashness, there is no such 
thing as too much courage. Aristotle in fact says in the Nicomachean Ethics that the 
mean involved in the virtues of character is always also an extreme (1107a 23). One 
who has virtue of character recognizes a potential action as beautiful in itself, and 
choiceworthy apart from any considerations of pleasure or advantage. 
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each case; it is evident, then, that the greater good is the one practical 
judgment more-so says it is. Also what is present in better people is a 
greater good, either simply or in the respect in which they are better; 
for instance courage is a greater good than strength. Also what a better 
person would choose, either simply or in the respect in which he is 
better, for instance to suffer injustice rather than commit it, since a 
more just person would make that choice.“ Also what is more pleas- 
ant in comparison to what is less pleasant, since all things pursue 
pleasure and long for having pleasure for its own sake, and the good 
and the end were defined by these things; and what is more free of 
pain or pleasant for a longer time is more pleasant. Also what is more 
beautiful in comparison to what is less beautiful, since the beautiful is 
either what is pleasant or what is chosen in virtue of itself.” Also those 
things people themselves more-so want to be responsible for, either for 
themselves or for friends, are greater goods, while those people want 
less to be responsible for are greater evils. Also more enduring things 
in comparison to those of shorter duration, and things that are more 
constant rather than more unreliable, for the use of enduring things 
is greater on account of time and that of constant things on account 
of one’s wishes, for the use of something constant is more available 
whenever people want it. 

And the way things are with one of a set of cognate terms, or 
one of a set of inflected forms of the same term, also follows for the 
rest; for instance if it is more beautiful and more choiceworthy to do 
something courageously rather than temperately, then courage is also 
more choiceworthy than temperance, and to be courageous than to 
be temperate. Also what all people choose in comparison to what not 
all people choose, and what more people rather than fewer choose, 
since the good was what everything aims at, so that what is chosen 
more is a greater good. Also what parties in dispute or enemies claim 
is a greater good, or people who are judging or those whom they pick 
out, for in the former case it is as if all people were claiming it, and 
in the latter, as if the authoritative and knowledgeable people were. 
Sometimes something that everyone has a share in is greater, since it 
would be a disgrace not to share in it, but sometimes something that 
no one or few share, since it is more scarce. Also things that get more 
praise, since they are more beautiful. And the same way with things 
that get greater honors, since it is as if honor were a certain measure 
of worth; and things that get greater penalties. And things greater 
than those agreed to be or appearing to be great. And the same things 
appear greater when divided up into parts, since a greater number 


41 See Gorgias, 469C. 


42 This pair of criteria for the beautiful may be compared with the different but 
related pair that Socrates offers in the Gorgias, in 474C-475B. Aristotle refines what 
he means by the beautiful below at 1366a 33-34. 
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of things has an appearance of exceeding. Hence the poet says the 
following* persuaded Meleager to rise up: 


All the evils that come to human beings whose city 
is conquered 

The men are annihilated, fire levels the town, 

Other people carry off their children. 


Also putting things together and building one on another, as Epich- 
armus™ does, for the same reason as dividing up, since the putting 
together shows the excess as large, and because it makes something 
appear to be a source and cause of great things. And since what is 
more difficult and more scarce is a greater thing, opportune occa- 
sions, stages of life, places, times, and powers make things great; for 
if an action is beyond one’s power, age, or equals, if they had been 
in the same situation, place, or time, it will have magnitude among 
beautiful, good, or just things, or their opposites. Hence the epigram“ 
about the Olympic victor, 


Before, holding a rough harness across both shoulders, 
I used to carry fish from Argos to Tegea. 


And Iphicrates used to extol himself by speaking of the conditions 
from which he started out. And what springs from oneself is greater 
than what is acquired, since it is a more difficult accomplishment; 
hence the poet says, “self-taught am I.” And the greatest part of 
something great; for instance Pericles said in the funeral oration that 
for the youth to be taken from the city was as if the spring had been 
stolen away from the year. 

And things useful in a greater time of need, as in old age and in 
sickness; and of two useful things, the one nearer to the end; and 
what is useful to oneself rather than useful simply; and what is in 
one’s power rather than what is not in one’s power, since the former 
is useful to oneself and the latter not; and things involved in the end 
life aims at, since ends are more important than means to anend. And 
things that pertain to truth rather than to opinion; and the defining 
mark of what pertains to opinion is what one would not choose if 
it were going to be unnoticed. Hence too, it would seem to be more 
choiceworthy to have something good done to one rather than to do 
good to someone else, since one will choose the former even if it goes 


43 Iliad IX, 592-594. 


44 See note to Gorgias 505E. The technique of building things up by steps suggests 
a series of effects causing greater and greater effects, as in the familiar nursery rhyme 
that begins “For want of a nail the shoe was lost...” 


45 In the following series of examples, the epigram is a fragment from Simonides, 
Iphicrates was an Athenian general who rose from the lower class of citizens, the poet 
is Phemius in the Odyssey (XXII, 347), and the simile made by Pericles is not contained 
in Thucydides’ version of his most famous funeral oration. 
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unnoticed, but it is not thought that one would choose to do good 
unnoticed. Also all the things people want to be present rather than 
seem so, since they pertain more to truth; hence too, people claim that 
justice is a small thing, because it is more choiceworthy for it to seem 
than to be present, but that is not so with being healthy. Also things 
that are more useful for many purposes, such as for living, for living 
well, for pleasure, and for performing beautiful actions; hence, the 
greatest things seem to be riches and health, since they have all these 
uses. Also what is more free of pain and accompanied by pleasure as 
well, since there is more than one good, because both pleasure and 
freedom from pain are present in it. And of two goods, the greater is 
the one which, when added to the same other thing, makes the whole 
greater. And things whose presence is not unnoticed in comparison 
with those that go unnoticed, since they put the truth forward; hence 
being rich would obviously be a greater good than seeming rich. And 
what is held most dear, both by those who have that thing alone, and 
by those who have it among others; hence the penalty is not the same 
if someone puts out the eye of a one-eyed person as if he had put out 
an eye of a person with two eyes, since he has robbed him of the thing 
he held most dear.*° 

So the things on the basis of which one needs to bring forward 
persuasive arguments in giving exhortations and warnings have 
pretty much been stated. 


Chapter 8. 

The greatest and most decisive of all the things that contribute to 
being able to be persuasive and to do a beautiful job at giving advice 
is to have a grasp of all forms of government, and to distinguish the 
characters of the people and customary practices in each, and the 
things advantageous to them. For everyone is persuaded by what is 
advantageous, and what is advantageous is what preserves the form 
of government. Also, a declaration made by the ruling authority is 
decisive, and the ruling authorities are differentiated in accord with 
the forms of government; as many forms of government as there are, 


46 There is a famous Biblical example of this principle in King David's response 
to the parable of the one ewe lamb, told to him by Nathan the prophet in 2 Samuel 
12, verses 1-7. 
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so many are the forms of ruling authority. And there are four” forms of 
government—democracy, oligarchy, aristocracy, and monarchy—so 
that the ruling and deciding authority would be some part of these, 
or the whole of them. Democracy is a form of government in which 
the ruling offices are distributed by lot, oligarchy one in which people 
hold them on the basis of property qualifications, and aristocracy one 
in which they depend on education; I am speaking of the education 
established by custom, for those who rule in an aristocracy are people 
who have remained faithful to customary practices. These necessarily 
appear to be the best people, which is where this form of government 
has gotten its name. Monarchy, in accord with its name is a form of 
government in which one person is in authority over everyone; of 
these, the sort that follows some prescribed order is kingship, and 
the unlimited sort is tyranny. 

And one must not fail to note the end sought by each form of 
government, since people make choices in reference to the end. And 
the end sought by democracy is freedom, by oligarchy riches, by 
aristocracy the things that have to do with education and customary 
practices, and by tyranny self-preservation. So it is evident that the 
kinds of human character, customary practices, and what is advanta- 
geous to each must be differentiated in relation to its end, if in fact 
people make choices in reference to that. And since persuasive argu- 
ments come about not only from demonstrative speech, but also from 
speech that reveals character (since it is because the speaker appears 
to be a certain sort of person that we trust him, that is, if he appears to 
be good or good-willed or both), it would be necessary for us to have 
an understanding of the kinds of character that belong to each of the 
forms of government; for the kind of character that belongs to each is 
necessarily the most persuasive when addressed to each. And these 
kinds of character will be grasped by way of these same ends, since 
one’s character is manifest as a result of a choice, and one’s choice is 
made in reference to one’s end. 

So the future or present things we need to strive for in making 
exhortations, and the things among which we need to find persua- 


47 In the Politics (II, 7), Aristotle says there are three forms of government, rule by 
one, few, or many, each of them having a degenerate form that rules for the sake of the 
private interests of the ruler or rulers, with tyranny as the degenerate form of kingship, 
oligarchy as that of aristocracy, and democracy as that of “polity.” The last named is a 
constitutional government that has prescribed roles for all classes of citizens in office 
holding and decision making, as in Athens under the constitution drawn up by Solon. 
In Plato’s Republic, five forms are recognized, reflecting aspects of human character, 
aristocracy and kingship being treated as one form with a trivial distinction based on 
how many people are present with outstanding qualifications to rule, the Spartan form of 
government in which ruling is based on earning honor being given the name timocracy 
to distinguish it from oligarchy in which it is based on owning property, and democracy 
and tyranny being regarded as those lowest forms in which the passions of the mob or 
of one demagogue have been unleashed. Here, in accord with the purposes of rhetoric, 
Aristotle is using only those distinctions widely made within popular opinion. 


ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC: BOOK I 


sive arguments having to do with what is advantageous, and also 
the means and manner for us to be equipped to deal with the kinds 
of character and customary practices in the various forms of govern- 
ment, to an extent commensurate with the present occasion, have been 
stated; these things are investigated with precision in the Politics. 


Chapter 9. 

Let us next speak about virtue and vice, and about what is beautiful 
or shameful, for these are the things someone who praises or blames 
has in view. And as we speak about these things, at the same time it 
will turn out that those things will also become clear on the basis of 
which we will be assumed to be people with character of a certain 
sort, which was a second means of persuasion; for based on the same 
things, we will be able to present both ourselves and someone else as 
trustworthy in regard to virtue. And since it often happens, without 
seriousness or even with it, that someone praises not only a human 
being or a god, but also lifeless things or any of the other animals 
at random, premises about these things too must be grasped in the 
same way, so that we may also say enough about them to serve as 
an example. 

Now the beautiful is that which is praised as being choiceworthy 
on account of itself, or is good and is pleasant because it is good,* 
and if this is the beautiful, it is necessary that virtue is something 
beautiful, since it is praised for being good. And virtue is thought of” 
as a power of providing and safeguarding good things, as well as a 
power of conferring many great benefits, in fact all sorts of benefits 
in connection with all things. The parts of virtue are justice, courage, 
temperance, magnificence, greatness of soul, generosity, practical 
judgment, and wisdom. And the greatest virtues would necessarily 
be those that are most useful to others, if in fact virtue is a power of 
conferring benefits, and for this reason people give the most honor to 
those who are just and courageous, since the one virtue is useful to 
others in war, and the other in both war and peace. Next is generos- 
ity, since such people give freely and do not get into disputes about 
money, which other people make their highest aim. Justice is a virtue 


48 The second formulation rules out what is good solely because it is pleasant, as 
the first rules out anything that is advantageous, or choiceworthy as a means to an 
end. The idea of the beautiful in this sense is more common in ancient Greek, but we 
have it in our language and our time as well, whenever we speak of an unselfish or 
impractical action as a beautiful thing to do. We, like Aristotle, mean that its goodness 
simply shines forth. See also the note to 1383b 17 below. 


49 Like the discussion of happiness in Chapter 5 above, and that of the forms of 
government in Chapter 8, the discussion of virtue here is based on popular opinion 
and not on the conclusions Aristotle arrives at dialectically in other works. In the 
Nicomachean Ethics, virtue is understood as what makes up human character in such 
a way that one’s choices may achieve one’s own happiness; doing good to others and 
following the law are consequences of it and not the things that govern it. 
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through which each person has what belongs to him and what is in 
accord with the law; and injustice is that through which people have 
things that belong to others, and things not in accord with the law. 
Courage is that by which people are capable of performing beautiful 
actions in dangerous situations, and as the law prescribes, and are 
willing to serve the law, and cowardice is the opposite. Temperance 
is a virtue through which people conduct themselves in the way the 
law prescribes in relation to the pleasures of the body, and self-indul- 
gence is the opposite. Generosity is a beneficent disposition concern- 
ing money, and stinginess is its opposite. Greatness of soul is virtue 
disposing one to do things of great benefit, and magnificence is a 
virtue disposing one to produce great things in expenditures; small- 
ness of soul and chintziness are their opposites.” Practical judgment 
is a virtue of thinking in accord with which people have the power to 
deliberate well about the good and bad things that were mentioned 
as influencing happiness. 

What has to do with virtue and vice in general, then, and with 
their parts, has been stated sufficiently for the present occasion, and 
what has to do with the rest is not difficult to see; for it is obvious 
that the things that produce virtue are necessarily beautiful (since 
they are in accord with virtue), and so are the things that come from 
virtue, and the signs and deeds of virtue are things of that sort. And 
since these signs and the sorts of things that are done and suffered 
by a good person are beautiful, it is necessary that all things that are 
deeds of courage or signs of courage or have been done courageously 
are beautiful, and so are just things and deeds performed justly (but 
not things suffered justly, for in this one case alone among the vir- 
tues, something with the attribute “justly” is not always a beautiful 
thing, but in the case of being punished, it is a more shameful thing 
to suffer justly than unjustly), and the same way with the rest of the 
virtues. And all those things for which the prize is honor are beauti- 
ful, especially those for which it is honor instead of money, and those 
choices upon which someone acts not for his own sake, and things 
that are good simply, all the things someone does for his country in 
disregard of his own interest, and things that are good by their nature 
and not good for oneself, since one does things like that for his own 
sake. Also, all those things that are more capable of being present 
after one is dead than while one is alive, for things present during 
life have more about them that is for one’s own sake. Also, all those 
deeds that are for the sake of others, since they are less for the sake of 


50 Under the name magnificence, Aristotle refers to expenditures on a grand scale 
by private citizens for public buildings, monuments, and entertainments, when they 
are made not for ostentation but with good taste and judgment. Analogously, the 
great-souled man is someone with a lofty idea of the dignity and importance of his 
own actions, when that idea is well-founded; he is not a politician hungry for constant 
expressions of honor but someone who will offer his service to the community only 
when a great occasion arises to which only he is equal. 


ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC: BOOK I 


oneself. And all things that make others prosper rather than oneself, 
and especially those who have done good to one, since that is just. 
And things done out of kindness, since they are not for oneself. And 
the opposites of things people are ashamed of, for they feel shame at 
saying, doing, and even intending to do shameful things, as Sappho 
has portrayed in a poem,” when Alcaeus says 


I want to say something, but shame is holding me back, 
and she goes on 


If your desire was for good or beautiful things, 

And your tongue wasn’t pregnant with something evil 
to say, 

Shame would not be weighing down your eyes, 

And you'd be speaking of things that were just. 


Things people are anxious but not fearful about are beautiful things, 
since they experience this toward good things that lead to a good 
reputation. 

And the virtues and deeds of those who have a more serious stature 
by nature are more beautiful, such as those of a man in comparison to 
those of a woman. And things that cause enjoyment for others rather 
than for oneself; this is why a just deed and justice are beautiful.” 
And taking vengeance on one’s enemies rather than reconciling with 
them, because repayment in kind is just and what is just is beautiful, 
and it befits a courageous person not to be bested. Victory and honor 
belong among the beautiful things, since they are choiceworthy even 
when they are fruitless, and display an extreme degree of virtue. 
And things worthy of remembrance are beautiful, the more so the 
more memorable they are; also things that follow someone who is 
no longer living and to which honor is attached, and extraordinary 
ones that belong to one person alone are more beautiful since they 
are better remembered. And useless possessions, since they are more 
befitting free people. And there are special sorts of beautiful things 
that belong to each group of people, and are signs of what is praised 
among them; for instance, among the Spartans it is a beautiful thing 
to have long hair, since it is the sign of a free person, because it is not 
easy for someone with long hair to do any sort of menial work. And 


51 The word used for shame in the Sappho fragment is aidôs, while the word Aris- 
totle has just used is aischuné. He treats the two as interchangeable, but the latter is 
the more intense feeling, producing a painful blush, while the former is the modest 
attitude expressed in downcast eyes. See Bk. II, Chap. 6 below. 


52 Inthe Nicomachean Ethics, the notion of the beautiful is conspicuous by its absence 
from Aristotle’s discussion of justice, though in that work he repeatedly speaks of the 
beautiful as the end that governs all virtue of character (1115b, 12-13, 1122b 6-7). He may 
be thinking here especially of the kind of justice he calls decency (epieikeia) in Book 
V, Chap. 10, of that work and in Chap. 13 below; the decent person looks beyond the 
strict requirements of law and gives more, and demands less, than would be due. 


163 


10 


20 


30 


164 


1367b 


10 


PLATO: GORGIAS and ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


it is not a beautiful thing to work at any servile art, since it befits a 
free person not to live at the promptings of someone else. 

For purposes of praise and blame, the thing to do is to take attri- 
butes that approximate the ones that are present as being the same 
things: for example, to take an overcautious person as cool and 
calculating and a foolish one as trustworthy, or an unfeeling person 
as mild-tempered. And each person is always to be taken as having 
what is best from among the attributes that go together: for instance, 
a hot-headed and frenzied person as being forthright, and an arrogant 
one as being magnificent and grand, and people in excessive condi- 
tions as being in the conditions of the virtues, as for instance a rash 
person as courageous and a wasteful person as generous. For it will 
seem that way to most people, and be reinforced at the same time by 
a false inference about the cause; for if someone is prone to take risks 
where there is no necessity, much more would it seem that he would 
where there is a beautiful reason, and if he gives lavishly to people at 
random, much more would it seem that he would to his friends, since 
the excess of the virtue would be to do good to everyone.*’ Consider 
also those among whom the praise is given—for just as Socrates used 
to say, it is not difficult to praise Athenians among Athenians—and 
that one needs to speak as though what is held in honor among each 
group of people, whether Scythians, Spartans, or philosophers, were 
actually present. And in all cases, one needs to draw what is held in 
honor toward what is beautiful, since it is at least in that neighbor- 
hood; so too are things in accord with what is fitting, for example, if 
they are worthy of one’s ancestors or of what one has accomplished 
before, since attaining additional honor is accounted as happiness and 
is a beautiful thing. This is especially so if one goes beyond what is 
fitting to something better and more beautiful, for instance if someone 


53 The last clause is the false inference; a wasteful person can’t recognize when 
lavish giving is good and appropriate, but people might take him to be even more 
generous than ordinary generosity would call for. The misunderstanding of the way 
virtue is a mean (see also note to 1364a 37) affects most scholarly commentary on 
Aristotle as well as ordinary popular opinion. Generosity is not a certain moderate 
amount of lavish giving, ina range quantitatively marked off between stinginess and 
wastefulness, but a reliable recognition of all the circumstances that make giving 
right (Nicomachean Ethics 1120a 23-26). So while people in general might take evidence 
of wastefulness as proof of generosity, or evidence of rashness as proof of courage, 
Aristotle regards the truth as just the opposite. Whether he is recommending taking 
advantage of people’s misunderstandings in this way is not clear. If so, then he regards 
deceptive rhetoric used merely for praise on ceremonial occasions as acceptable, but it 
may be that even in these cases what he is recommending is an awareness on the part 
of the student of rhetoric of a technique widely used. Where most translations have 
Aristotle saying “one ought to” or “one must” do so-and-so, what he writes in many 
cases is an impersonal verbal adjective ending in -teon, meaning more precisely “the 
thing to be done,” or “the thing necessary for the purpose.” 
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is restrained in good fortune and great-souled in misfortune,™ or is a 
better and more forgiving person when he has become more power- 
ful. To this effect are the remark of Iphicrates, “What I came from, to 
what!” and the line about the Olympic victor, “Before, holding across 
both shoulders a rough...” and that of Simonides,” 


She who was from a father, a husband, and brothers, 
tyrants all. 


Since praise is based on actions, and an action in accord with a 
choice is particularly a mark of a person of serious stature, the thing 
that needs to be done is to try to show that someone was acting in 
accordance with choice. And it is useful for him to appear to have 
engaged in such action many times; hence things that happened inci- 
dentally and by luck need to be taken as part of his intention, since, if 
one brings forward many similar instances, that will seem to be a sign 
of virtue as well as of choice. Praise is speech that manifests greatness 
of virtue, so it is necessary to display actions as having that character. 
An encomium, though, is about deeds.” The surrounding things, such 
as good birth and education, play a role in persuasion, since it is likely 
that good offspring come from good parents and that a person raised 
a certain way is of that sort, and so we also make encomiums upon 
the people who perform the actions. And deeds are signs of the active 
condition of one’s character, since we would make an encomium even 
upon someone who had not performed any actions, if we believed 
him to be the sort who would. Congratulating someone on his bless- 
edness or happiness are the same as one another, but not the same 
as praise and encomium, but just as happiness encompasses virtue, 
so too congratulating someone on his happiness includes praise and 
encomium. And praise and advice have a common form, since those 
things one might propose in giving advice become encomiums when 
the wording is changed, so when we've got what one ought to do, 
or what sort of person one ought to be, it is necessary for those who 
state these things as proposals to make a change in the wording and 


54 Nicomachean Ethics, 1100b 30-33: “Something beautiful shines through when one 
bears many and great misfortunes calmly, not through insensitivity but through good 
breeding and greatness of soul.” 


55 For the first two quotations, see 1365a 11-15 above and the footnote there; the 
line of Simonides is from his praise of Archedice, daughter of Hippias, an Athenian 
tyrant. 


56 Virtues are reliable states of character for which Aristotle invents the wonderful 
word ametakinétos (Nicomachean Ethics 1105a 33) to indicate that they are conditions of 
stable equilibrium rather than of rigid adherence to principle. People may sometimes 
act in ways that would be characteristic of some virtue, even by deliberate choice, 
without possessing the virtue itself. Aristotle here confines the general word for 
praise to laudatory speeches about character; for laudatory speeches about deeds 
he appropriates a name that applied to songs sung in Bacchic celebrations upon the 
return of a military victor to his home village, encomium (like comedy) being derived 
from the word for village, kômê. 


165 


20 


30 


1368a 


166 


10 


20 


30 


PLATO: GORGIAS anD ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


redirect it. For example, that one ought not to pride oneself on things 
due to luck, but on things due to oneself, when worded in that way, 
has the force of a proposal, but in the following way it is praise: “he 
is one who prides himself not on things that belong to him due to 
luck, but on things due to himself.” So whenever you want to praise 
someone, see what you would propose, and whenever you want to 
propose something, see what you would praise. And the wording 
will necessarily be opposite since something that is a prohibition in 
the one case is changed in the other case to something that is not a 
prohibition. 

And many kinds of exaggeration need to be used, as in a case 
when someone has been the only one, or the first, to do something, 
or is one of few, or even has done it most, since these are all beautiful 
things. Also there is exaggeration based on times and occasions, and 
for that which may be beyond what the situation calls for. Also if 
someone has accomplished the same thing successfully many times, 
since this is a great thing and would seem not to be by luck but due to 
the person himself. Also, if things used as incentives and honors have 
been invented and devised on account of that person, as they were 
for Hippolochus, who was the first upon whom an encomium was 
made, and for Harmodius and Aristogeiton, to whom a monument 
was set up in the marketplace. And something similar may be done 
even in opposite cases; if you do not have enough that applies to the 
person himself, then compare him to others, which is exactly what 
Isocrates” used to do, because of his unfamiliarity with speaking in 
lawcourts. And one needs to compare someone with people of high 
repute, since that tends to augment him, and if he is better than people 
of serious stature, that is a beautiful thing. Exaggeration comes in 
reasonably in speeches of praise, since it has to do with preeminence, 
and preeminence is among the beautiful things; hence even when one 
cannot compare someone to people of high repute, one still ought to 
compare him to other people, since preeminence is thought to be an 
indication of virtue. And among the forms of speaking common to all 
speeches, exaggeration is always best suited to speeches for display, 
since they take up actions that are agreed about, so what remains is to 
adorn them with magnitude and beauty. Examples are best suited to 
advisory speeches, since we judge what is going to happen by making 


57 Isocrates was an influential Athenian teacher of rhetoric who derived his style 
from that of Gorgias and his opinions from those of Socrates (see Plato’s Phaedrus 
278A-279B). He was a speechwriter but did not speak as an advocate in court himself. 
There is some discrepancy among the manuscripts as to whether Aristotle wrote 
“anfamiliarity” or “familiarity,” but the former seems more likely since comparisons 
to enhance someone’s reputation would be of little use in a courtroom but of great 
use in speeches of praise made for display on ceremonial occasions. Of the people 
mentioned in the previous sentence, Hippolochus is unknown apart from this refer- 
ence, and Harmodius and Aristogeiton were Athenians regarded as political martyrs 
for killing the brother of the tyrant Hippias. 
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surmises based on what has happened before, and enthymemes are 
best suited to speeches in lawcourts, because what happened, since it is 
unclear, is especially open to causal and demonstrative reasoning. 

So this is pretty much everything on the basis of which speeches 
of praise and blame are made, and the sorts of things to which one 
needs to look in praising and blaming, and the things from which 
encomiums and speeches of censure drawn. For when we've got 
these, the things opposite to them are obvious, and blame is based 
on those opposites. 


Chapter 10. 

The next thing to speak of would be what concerns accusation 
and defense, and how many and what sorts of premises there are on 
the basis of which one needs to make syllogisms. Now one needs to 
grasp three things: one is what and how many things people commit 
injustice for the sake of, a second is the sorts of dispositions of the 
people who commit it, and a third is the sorts of people they commit 
it upon and the conditions they are in. So after defining committing 
injustice, let us speak of them in order. 

Let committing injustice be doing harm willingly contrary to law. 
And there is a particular law and a common law.* By particular, I mean 
the written law by which people are governed, and by common, all 
those unwritten laws that seem to be agreed to by everyone. And the 
things people do willingly are all those they do knowingly without 
being forced. Now the things people do knowingly are not all done 
by choice, but all things done by choice, they do knowingly, since no 
one is unaware of what he chooses.” The things on account of which 
people choose, contrary to law, to do harm and do base things are vice 
and lack of self-restraint. For if certain people have one or more faults 
of character,” they are also unjust in connection with that about which 
their characters happen to be at fault; for instance, a stingy person will 
be unjust about money, a dissipated one about pleasures of the body, 


58 Aristotle is using the last phrase not in the sense it acquired in English legal 
tradition, which codified the ways custom had come to have the force of law, but as 
equivalent to the phrase “natural law,” coined originally by Thomas Aquinas (Summa 
Theologiae I-II, Q. 91, A. 2; Q. 94). In the Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. V, Chap. 7, Aristotle 
calls the law that is common in this sense natural justice. 


59 Nicomachean Ethics 1111b 6-10: “A choice is obviously something willing, but they 
are not the same thing, as what is willing covers a wider range, since children and the 
other animals share in willing acts but not in choice, and we speak of things done on 
the spur of the moment as willing acts, but not as things done as a result of choice.” 


60 Aristotle is here using the word mochthéria (usually a synonym for kakia, vice) to 
include both vice and lack of self-restraint. Someone with a vice has a bad character in 
that respect, having deliberately chosen to be that way, while an unrestrained person 
has a weak character, not wanting to act the way he does but having never exerted 
himself to form his character the opposite way. Aristotle heaps up the examples to 
show that any fault of character, however minor or however remote from injustice it 
may seem, makes someone treat others unjustly. 
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a person with a soft character about taking easy options, a coward 
about dangers (because they leave those who share the dangers with 
them in the lurch on account of their fear), an ambitious person will 
be unjust for the sake of honor, a sharp-tempered person from anger, 
a lover of victory for the sake of winning, a bitter person for revenge, 
a foolish person from being misguided about what is just and unjust, 
a shameless person from contempt for opinion, and similarly with 
each of the others about each of the underlying faults of character. But 
the things having to do with these matters are evident, some of them 
from what has been said about the virtues, and the rest from what 
will be said about passions. What remains to speak of is the purpose 
for which people commit injustice, the condition they are in, and who 
it is that they treat unjustly. 

First, then, let us distinguish what and what sorts of things people 
are longing for and fleeing from when they turn their hands to com- 
mitting injustice; for something that clearly needs to be considered 
by an accuser is how many and what sort, from among those things 
everyone aims at in committing injustice upon those around him, 
are present in his courtroom opponent, while the defendant needs to 
consider how many and what sort of them are not present. Now of 
all the actions all people perform, some are not their own doing and 
others are. Of those that are not their own doing, some are actions 
they perform by luck, and the rest are by necessity, and of those by 
necessity, some are by force and others by nature, so that all the actions 
people perform that are not their own doing are from luck, by force, 
or by nature. Those that are their own doing, and for which they are 
themselves responsible, are either from habit or from appetite, some 
of the latter from rational and others from irrational appetite. Wishing 
is an appetite for something good (since no one wishes for anything 
except when he believes it to be something good), while anger and 
desires are irrational appetites, so that there are necessarily seven 
causes through which people perform all the actions they perform: 
luck, nature, force, habit, reasoning, spiritedness, and desire. To break 
down actions further on the basis of age, states of character, or any- 
thing else would be overly fastidious; for if it incidentally belongs to 
young people to be prone to anger or full of desires, they act on such 
impulses not on account of their youth but on account of anger and 
desire. Nor is action caused by riches or poverty, but it is incidental to 
people who are poor to desire money because of their lack of it, and to 
those who are rich to desire unnecessary pleasures because they have 
the means to pay for them; but they too will act on account of desire 
rather than on account of riches and poverty. Similarly, the just and 
the unjust, and all the others who are said to be acting from their states 
of character, will act from the same causes, from either reasoning or 
passion, though the ones will be acting on account of favorable states 
of character and passion and the others from opposite states. It does, 
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of course, turn out that the consequences that follow from the favor- 
able states of character are of the same sort they are, and those that 
follow from the other kind are of their sort; for a temperate person, 
as an immediate consequence of being temperate, is accompanied 
by favorable opinions and desires about the things that are pleasant, 
while the opposite sort of opinions and desires about those same 
things equally accompany the self-indulgent person. Hence, while 
distinctions of these kinds need to be left aside, consideration needs 
to be given to what sorts of things are the usual consequences of what 
others; for if someone is pale or dark skinned, or tall or short, there 
is no fixed consequence that follows such things, but if someone is 
young or old, or just or unjust, that already makes a difference. And in 
all cases, consideration needs to be given to any incidental attributes 
that make a difference in the character of human beings; for instance, 
whether one seems to oneself to be rich or poor, or lucky or unlucky, 
will make some difference. We will speak of these things later,“ then, 
but for now let us speak first about the remaining matters. 

The sorts of things that happen by chance are those of which the 
cause is indefinite, that happen not for the sake of anything, neither 
always nor for the most part, and not in a regular pattern; what per- 
tains to them is evident from the definition of chance. Things that 
happen by nature are those whose cause is within themselves and 
follows a regular pattern; for they always turn out the same way, or 
do so for the most part. As for the exceptions to the natural pattern, 
there is no need to go precisely into the question whether they happen 
in accord with nature or have some other cause, though it would 
seem that chance is responsible for this sort of thing too. Things that 
happen by force are those that are done contrary to their own desire 
or reasonings by the people who perform the actions. The things that 
are by habit are those that people do because of having done them 
many times. Things done by reasoning are those that seem, on the 
basis of the goods that have been mentioned, to be advantageous, 
either as ends or as means to an end, when they are done by reason of 
being advantageous; for even self-indulgent people do some advan- 
tageous things, though not because they are advantageous but for 
pleasure. Vengeful acts are committed out of spiritedness and anger; 
but revenge and discipline” are different things, since discipline is for 
the sake of the person who undergoes it, but revenge is for the sake 
of the person who inflicts it, to get satisfaction. What anger is will 


61 Chapters 12-17 of Book II consider the ways various stages of life and advantages 
of birth and fortune influence the thinking of a speaker's audience. 


62 The word is kolasis, used frequently in the Gorgias (as in 505B-C), where it is 
meant to point to the worthwhile kind of rhetoric Socrates himself practices, which 
is disciplinary (kolastikos) as opposed to the pandering (kolakikos) kind he accuses 
Gorgias and his followers of using. 
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become evident in the chapters that concern passions.® Those things 
that appear pleasant are done from desire; and what is familiar and 
habitual is included among pleasant things, for there are many things 
that are not pleasant by nature that people do with pleasure because 
they are accustomed to them. 

So gathering together all the actions people perform by their own 
doing, one may say that they either are good or appear good, or else 
are pleasant or appear pleasant. And since people willingly perform 
those actions that are their own doing, but perform the actions that 
are not their own doing unwillingly, everything they do willingly 
would either be good or appear good, or else be pleasant or appear 
pleasant, since I am also counting getting rid of evils or apparent evils 
or exchanging a greater evil for a lesser among good things, because 
they are all preferable in one way or another, and likewise counting 
getting rid of pains or apparent pains or exchanging a greater pain 
for a lesser among pleasant things. Therefore it is the things that are 
advantageous and the things that are pleasant that need to be grasped, 
how many and of what sort they are. Now what is advantageous has 
been spoken of above,“ among things pertaining to advisory speeches; 
let us now speak of what is pleasant. And on each subject, it is neces- 
sary to regard definitions that are neither unclear nor precisely correct 
as being at the right level. 


Chapter 11. 

Let it be adopted as our hypothesis that pleasure is a certain 
kind of motion of the soul, a sudden and perceptible resettling into 
its proper natural condition,® and that pain is the opposite. And if 
this is the sort of thing pleasure is, it is evident that something that 
produces the stated condition is pleasant too, while something that 
destroys that resettling, or produces its opposite, is painful. So it 
is necessary that going into a condition in accord with its nature is 
pleasant in most cases, and especially so whenever the things that 
go on as a result of that condition have been restored to their own 
natural state. Habits too are necessarily pleasant, because what is 
habitual becomes, at some point, just like something natural, since 


63 Bk. II, Chap. 2. 
64 In Chapter 6. 


65 A sudden, rather than gradual, restoration of the soul’s normal state is percep- 
tible and is felt with pleasure. This is not what Aristotle believes pleasure is. The 
last sentence of the preceding chapter is a warning not to take it as a claim to truth, 
and this chapter begins by emphasizing that it is merely a hypothesis adopted for a 
particular purpose, namely to explore the apparent pleasures sought by people who 
commit crimes. In Book VII, Chapter 14, of the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle discusses 
the illusion involved in the belief that the only pleasures are strong, sudden returns 
from painful conditions. His own opinion is that pleasure is never a motion or change 
at all, but a steady awareness any animal has when its soul is at work, unimpeded, in 
the ways that fulfill its nature. 
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habit resembles nature; for something that happens often is close to 
something that happens always, and nature goes with “always” the 
way habit goes with “often.” What is unforced is also pleasant, since 
force is contrary to nature; this is why what is necessary is painful, 
and it has rightly been said, 


Everything that’s a matter of necessity is naturally 
a nuisance. 


Worries, exertions, and stresses are painful, because they are necessary 
and forced, unless they become habitual; if they do, habit makes them 
pleasant. And their opposites are pleasant, which is why taking it easy, 
freedom from work, freedom from worry, amusement, relaxation, 
and sleep are among pleasant things, since none of them has anything 
to do with necessity. And everything for which one has a desire in 
him is pleasant, since desire is an appetite for what is pleasant. Of 
desires, some are irrational, and others are combined with reason. I 
call irrational all the things people desire not as a result of making any 
assumption about them, and of this sort are all desires that are said to 
be natural, like those that are present on account of the body, such as 
the thirst and hunger for nourishment, the particular form of desire for 
each form of nourishment, desires related to tastes, to sexual activity, 
and to objects of touch in general, as well as to smell, hearing, and 
sight; and all the things people desire as a result of being persuaded 
are combined with reason, for people desire to see or acquire many 
things from hearing about them and being persuaded. 

And since being pleased consists of perceiving a certain feeling, 
and imagination is a certain kind of weak perception, then some 
imagining of what a person remembers or anticipates would always 
be present as an accompaniment in someone who is remembering or 
hoping; and if this is the case, it is evident that there would also be 
pleasures for people at the same time that they are remembering and 
anticipating, since perception is present as well. So it is necessary that 
all pleasant things be either in the perceiving, as present, or in the 
remembering, as past, or in the anticipating, as future, since people 
perceive things that are present, remember things that are past, and 
anticipate things in the future. So memories are pleasant, and not only 
those of things that were pleasant at the time when they were present, 
but even some of things that were not pleasant, if, later, what came 
after them was beautiful or good. And it is out of this experience that 
the following things” were said: 


66 Aristotle never says what was later sometimes attributed to him, that habit is “a 
second nature.” In the Nicomachean Ethics (1152a 32-33) he quotes lines from Evenus of 
Paros (also the author of the line about matters of necessity just below) that say that 
habit ends up being the nature of human beings. 


67 The first, from Euripides’ lost play Andromeda; the second Odyssey XV, 400-401, 
slightly misquoted. 
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But it is truly pleasant to remember troubles after one is 
saved from them, 


and, 


Afterward, a man takes delight even in his sorrows, 
Remembering, he who has suffered and done many things. 


The reason for this is that not having an evil is also pleasant; so are 
all those things in our anticipations that appear to give enjoyment or 
benefit in a big way when present, and to give the benefit without 
pain. In general, those things that give enjoyment when present are, 
for the most part, pleasant both when anticipated and when remem- 
bered. This is why even being angry is pleasant, as Homer too wrote 
about spirited anger,® 


Which is sweeter by far than dripping honey, 


for no one gets angry at anyone who appears to be out of his power 
to get revenge on; at those who are far above them in power, people 
either get less angry or do not get angry at all. 

A certain pleasure goes along too with most desires, for people 
enjoy a certain feeling of pleasure either in remembering that they have 
attained it or in hoping that they will attain it; for example, people 
afflicted with thirst during fevers get enjoyment from remembering 
times that they were drinking and from anticipating drinking again, 
and people in love get enjoyment from talking about, writing about, 
and constantly doing something having to do with the one they love, 
because when they are recollecting the beloved in all such things they 
feel like they are having the perception. This is where the beginning 
of love comes from for everyone, when they not only delight in the 
person when present, but also when absent, though remembering 
also brings them pain at not being with him;” but even in grief and 
mourning a certain pleasure comes into it, for while there is pain 
over his not being present, there is a pleasure in remembering and 
somehow seeing the person and what he did and what he was like. 
And for that reason it was reasonable to say this,” 


He spoke in that way, and moved them all to a yearning 
for crying. 


Getting revenge is pleasant too, for anything it is painful not to 
attain is pleasant to attain, and when people who are angry do not 
get revenge they feel a pain of unsurpassable intensity, but they take 
joy in anticipating it. Winning is also pleasant, not only for people 


68 Iliad XVIII, 109. 


69 The preceding clauses are a bit scrambled in the manuscripts, but the thought is 
roughly clear; on the gender of some of the pronouns, see the note to Gorgias 481D. 


70 Iliad XXIII, 108 and Odyssey IV, 183. 
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who love victory but for everyone, because an imagination of superior 
excellence comes with it, and everyone has a desire for that, either 
mildly or intensely. And since winning is pleasant, there is necessarily 
also pleasure in forms of play that are combative or argumentative 
(since there is a lot of winning in them), as well as in games of dice, 
ball, gambling in general, or checkers. And it is similar with serious 
sports, since some become pleasant once someone is experienced in 
them, while others are pleasant right away, such as the chase and 
hunting of every sort, because wherever there is striving there is also 
winning. Hence too, arguing in court and competitive debating are 
pleasant for people who have experience and ability. Honor and good 
reputation are among the most pleasant things, because they make 
everyone imagine that he is the sort of person who has serious stat- 
ure, and more so when he believes the people who say so are telling 
the truth. People of this sort would be neighbors rather than people 
far away, fellow citizens familiar with them rather than people from 
somewhere else, contemporaries rather than posterity, sensible people 
rather than fools, and numerous people rather than few; for those 
mentioned are more likely to be telling the truth than their opposites, 
since with people for whom one has a very low opinion, as one would 
for children and animals, one does not care about their honor or one’s 
reputation with them at all, not for the sake of the reputation anyway, 
but if at all, for some other reason. 

A friend is also included among pleasant things, since feeling 
love is pleasant (for no one would be a wine lover if he did not get 
enjoyment from wine) and being loved is pleasant too. For there is an 
imagining involved in that experience that something good is present 
in oneself that everyone who perceives it desires; and to be loved is to 
have affection shown toward oneself for one’s own sake. And being 
admired is pleasant for the sheer honor of it. Even to be pandered’! to 
by a flatterer is pleasant, since a flatterer is in appearance an admirer, 
and in appearance a friend. And doing the same things often is pleas- 
ant because what one is accustomed to is always pleasant; to change is 
pleasant too, because changing happens in the course of nature, since 
to have the same thing going on all the time makes for an excess of 
the established condition, which is why it was said,” 


Change in all things is sweet. 


And for this reason people and things that turn up after some 
time are pleasing, since that is a change from the present, and at the 
same time what turns up after some time is rare. Learning and being 
in a state of wonder are pleasant for the most part, for in wondering 


71 This is the word Socrates uses in the Gorgias, starting at 463A-B, for the usual 
practice of rhetoricians. 


72 In Euripides’ Orestes, line 234. 
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there is a desire to learn, so that the thing wondered at is desired, and 
in learning there is a settling into our natural state.” To do good and 
to have good done to one are both among pleasant things; having 
good done to them is an attaining of things people desire, and doing 
good is having a superior position, both of which are things people 
long for. And because anything that tends to do good is pleasant, it 
is also pleasant for people to help their neighbors get back on their 
feet and make up for the things they lack. And since it is pleasant to 
learn and to be in a state of wonder, whatever is associated with that 
is necessarily pleasant as well, such as a work of the imitative arts 
like painting, sculpture, and poetry; and anything that is skillfully 
imitated is pleasant, even if the thing imitated itself happens to be 
unpleasant, since that is not the thing one gets enjoyment from, but 
rather the inference that this image is that thing, so that one ends up 
learning something. Sudden reversals and narrow escapes from dan- 
gers are also pleasant, because they are all sources of wonder. And 
since anything in accord with nature is pleasant, and things that are 
akin are related to each other in accord with nature, all things that 
have a kinship and likeness are for the most part pleasant, such as 
one human being to another, one horse to another, and one young 
person to another. This is where the proverbial sayings come from: 
“agemate delights agemate,” “always the like,” “beast knows beast,” 
“birds of a feather,” and everything else of that sort. 

And since everything that is like and akin to oneself is pleasant, and 
each person himself bears this relation to himself most of all, everyone 
is necessarily a lover of self to a greater or lesser extent, because all such 
conditions are present in relation to oneself most of all. And since all 
people are lovers of self, the things that are their own are necessarily 
pleasant to everyone, such as their deeds and words, and this is why 
people for the most part have a love for flattery, for those who are in 
love with them, for honor, and for their children, since their children 
are their own work. And completing anything that is lacking is pleas- 
ant because that comes from their own work. And since it is most 
pleasant to be in authority, it is also pleasant to be thought to be wise, 
since having good judgment contributes to exercising authority, and 
wisdom is a knowledge of many wondrous things. Also, since people 
are for the most part lovers of honor, it is necessarily also pleasant to 
be disapproving of their neighbors, and to be in authority over them, 
and to spend one’s time in that in which one is thought to be at one’s 
best; as the poet” too says, he presses on to that, 


73 Physics 247b 17-248a 3: “It is by the settling down of the soul out of its native 
confusion that it comes to be something with intelligence and knowledge...For some 
it is settled and calmed down by nature itself, for others by other people.” 


74 The poet is Euripides; the lines are a slight variation from some quoted by Cal- 
licles in the Gorgias. See 484E and note. 
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Giving it the greatest part of each day, 
So that he succeeds at being his best. 


Similarly, since amusement and every form of relaxation are among 
pleasant things, laughter is also among pleasant things, and the things 
one laughs at are necessarily pleasant too, whether people or words 
or deeds. Distinctions about the things one laughs at are made else- 
where, in the Poetics.” So let these things have been said about the 
things that are pleasant, and the things that are painful are obviously 
their opposites. 


Chapter 12. 

Those are the things for the sake of which people commit injustice; 
let us now say what condition they are in when they commit it, and 
who their victims are. They commit it when they believe it is possible 
for the thing to be done and in their own power to do it, if they believe 
they can go undetected in the action, or if not undetected not pay the 
just penalty, or pay it but have the penalty be less than the gain to 
themselves or to those they care about. Now the sorts of things that 
appear possible and impossible will be stated in what comes later,” 
since they apply in common to all speeches, but those who most of all 
believe it to be in their power to commit injustice without penalty are 
people who have ability at speaking, have practical skill, have experi- 
ence in various conflicts, if they also have a lot of friends and are rich. 
They believe they have this power most of all if they themselves are in 
the classes of people mentioned, but failing that, also when they have 
friends or servants or partners of those sorts belonging to them, since 
by these means it is possible for them to act, go undetected, and not 
pay the just penalty. Also, if they are friends of those who suffer the 
injustice or of the judges, since friends are not on guard against being 
treated unjustly, and also seek to reconcile rather than prosecute, while 
judges are indulgent with people who are their friends, and either let 
them off completely or give them small penalties. 

People apt to go undetected are those who are the opposite of the 
things complained of, for instance a weak person in a case of assault, 
someone poor and ugly ina case of adultery. Also apt to go undetected 
are things right out in the open under people’s eyes, since they are not 
guarded against because no one would expect them at all. Also things 
so great and of sucha sort that not a single person would expect them, 
since these are not guarded against either, because everyone takes 
precautions against the usual things, as with illnesses; with injustices 
too, what no one has ever been afflicted with, no one takes precautions 


75 At 1448b 36-38 and 1449a 32-37, the subject matter of comedy is distinguished 
from ridicule of particular people known to the audience and from debased or ugly 
things that would cause pain to any audience. 


76 Bk. I, Chap. 19. 


175 


1372a 


10 


20 


176 


30 


1372b 


10 


PLATO: GORGIAS and ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


against. Also people who have no enemy or many of them; the one 
sort believe they will go undetected because of not being watched 
for, and the other sort go undetected because it does not seem they 
would attempt anything with many watching for them, and because 
they have the defense that they would not have undertaken it. And 
people who have either means or places for concealing things, or are 
well supplied with ways to dispose of things. 

For those who do not go undetected, people commit injustice 
because there is a possibility of avoiding a trial, or putting off the 
time of it, or corrupting the judges. And for those who get a fine, 
there is a possibility of avoiding payment in full or putting off the 
time; or it is possible that, from a lack of means, one has nothing to 
lose. And there are those for whom the gains are obvious or large or 
near at hand, while the penalties are small or not apparent or far off. 
There is also injustice for which there is no punishment equal to the 
benefit, as is thought to be the case with tyranny. And there are those 
for whom the injustices are profits in hand, while the penalties consist 
only in disgrace. And there are those for whom on the contrary the 
injustices lead to something praiseworthy; for instance, if it turns out 
at the same time that one gets revenge for a father or mother, as Zeno 
did, while the penalties involve money or exile or something of that 
sort. People commit injustice for both reasons and in both conditions, 
even though they are not the same but opposite in their characters.” 
And people commit injustice if they have often gone undetected or 
not been penalized, or if they have often failed to achieve it (for in 
such circumstances too, just as in those of war, there are some people 
of the sort who keep going back into the fight). Also, those for whom 
something pleasant, or some gain, is right at hand, while the pain or 
the penalty comes later; people who lack self-restraint are like that, 
and a lack of restraint can be present toward all the things people 
desire. Also those for whom, on the contrary, something painful or 
the penalty is there right away, while the pleasure or benefit comes 
later and is more lasting; people who are self-restrained and have 
better judgment pursue things of that sort.” And some because it is 
possible for them to seem to have acted as a result of chance, or neces- 
sity, or nature, or habit, and generally to have made a mistake instead 


77 Aristotle distinguishes between an unjust act and an unjust person (Nicoma- 
chean Ethics 1134a 17). His example here, and the Zeno he refers to, are unknown, but 
presumably his meaning is that the revenge itself is a beautiful and decent thing but 
involves injustice of a lesser sort. See the notes to 1367a 20 above and 1372b 18 below 
for references to Aristotle’s distinction between two kinds of justice. 


78 Some translations suggest wrongly that Aristotle is speaking of people with 
some degree of temperance or wisdom, but he is referring to those who have not 
formed the virtues of character that would permit them to make good choices, but 
have enough sense and self-control to make bad ones for long-term pleasures or gains. 
Their characters are weak rather than bad or vicious, but not so weak that they can 
never resist something they desire when it is at hand. 
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of committing an injustice. And some because it might be possible to 
get a lenient judge.” Also some because they are in need, but people 
are in need in two senses, either in need of something necessary, as 
the poor are, or in need of something excessive, as the rich are. And 
some commit injustice because they are extremely well thought of 
or extremely badly thought of, the one sort because they would not 
be thought to have done it, the other sort because they would not be 
thought of any the worse for it. 

So those who put their hands to unjust acts are in these conditions, 
and those they commit them against, and in what sorts of ways, are 
the following: those who have what they need, either for necessities, 
for excess, or for enjoyment, both far away and near them, for from 
the latter the taking is quick and from the former the revenge is slow, 
as it would be for people who plunder the Carthaginians. And those 
whoare not careful or watchful but trusting, since all such people are 
easy to take things from. And people who are easygoing, because it 
takes a diligent person to bring a prosecution. And people who are 
shy, since they are not apt to be belligerent about matters of gain. 
And people who have had injustice done to them by many and not 
prosecuted them, since these are the proverbial Mysian pickings.® 
And those who have never or often had injustice done to them, since 
both sorts are off their guard, the one sort thinking it would never 
happen, the others that it would not happen again. And those who 
have been slandered, or who are easy to slander, because such people 
either do not choose to prosecute, for fear of the judges, or cannot 
persuade them, being so disliked and resented. And those toward 
whom people have the excuse that their ancestors or they themselves 
or their friends either did harm or meant to, either to them or to their 
ancestors or loved ones, since as the proverb says, an excuse is the only 
thing wrongdoing needs. And both their enemies and their friends, 
since it is easy to do so to the latter and pleasant to the former. And 
those with no friends, and those who are not skilled at speaking or at 
action, since they either make no attempt to prosecute, or reconcile, or 
accomplish nothing. And those for whom it is unprofitable to waste 
their time looking out for a judgment or payment, such as foreigners 
or people who have to work for a living, since they settle for a small 
amount and are easily make to drop the prosecution. And those who 
have committed many injustices themselves, or injustices of the same 
sort that are done to them, since it seems pretty close to being a case 
where no injustice is done when someone suffers some injustice of 
the same sort that he too was in the habit of committing; I mean, for 
example, if someone were to assault a person who habitually treated 


79 “A lenient judge” translates ho epieikés, a decent person, in the sense described in 
Bk. V, Chap. 10, of the Nicomachean Ethics, one who does not insist on a justice involving 
rigid rules but looks to what is best in the totality of circumstances. 


80 Like taking candy from a baby; see note to Gorgias 521B. 
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others with humiliating violence.*' And those who either have done 
harm to them, or have wanted to, or want to, or are going to do so, 
since there is something both pleasant and beautiful about it, and it 
appears pretty close to doing no injustice. And those whose suffering 
would please one’s friends or people one admires or is in love with, 
or one’s bosses, or generally the people one’s life revolves around. 
And those in whose case there is a chance of getting leniency.” And 
those whom one has prosecuted or had previous rifts with, the way 
Callippus did in affair of Dion,* since such cases too appear pretty 
close to doing no injustice. And those who are about to suffer injustice 
from others if one does not commit it oneself, since there is no more 
time to deliberate; this is the reason it is said that Aenesidemus sent 
the cottabus™ prize to Gelon, who had just enslaved a city, since the 
latter had got in first on what he himself was intending. And those by 
committing injustice to whom, one will be enabled to perform many 
just actions, on the grounds that the injustice is easily cured, the way 
Jason the Thessalian said he had to commit some injustices so he could 
also do many just things.® 

People commit the injustices that all or many others are in the habit 
of committing, since they believe they will get forgiveness. And they 
commit thefts that are easy to conceal, such as thefts of things that are 
quickly used up like edible things, or of things easily changed in shape 
or color or mixture, or things easy to get out of sight in many places, 
such as portable things that can be tucked away in small spaces. Also, 
they take things that the one stealing them already has many things 
similar to and indistinguishable from. And they commit injustices 
that the sufferers would be ashamed to speak of, such as violations 
of the women in their households, or on themselves or their sons. 
And those in which someone who prosecuted them would seem too 
fond of lawsuits, such as minor offenses and those for which there is 
forgiveness. These, then, are pretty much the conditions people are in 
when they commit injustices, the sorts they commit, the sorts of people 
they commit them upon, and the reasons they commit them. 


81 The last phrase translates the verb meaning to commit hubris. In Athenian law 
it was regarded as a much more serious crime than simple assault, and could be a 
capital offense. In Bk. II, Chap. 2, below (1378b 23-25), Aristotle defines it as causing 
injury and pain in a way that disgraces the other person, not for revenge but for the 
mere pleasure of cruelty. 

82 See 1372b 18-19 and note. Here, Aristotle is apparently thinking of people who 
would overlook the injustice done to themselves. 

83 Callippus was involved in the assassination of Dion, of Syracuse in Sicily, and 
argued in his defense that Dion would have killed him if he had not acted first. 

84 A Sicilian game played at drinking parties; both men were tyrants of Sicilian 
cities. 

85 The reader is reminded that the reasoning is that of those who commit crimes. 


The Jason cited as the source of this omelet-without-breaking-eggs argument is 
another tyrant. 
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Chapter 13. 

Let us divide up all unjust and just acts, starting first from the 
following point. The things that are just are distinguished in relation 
to two kinds of law and also in relation to people understood in two 
ways. I mean that there is a particular law and a common law: par- 
ticular law is that determined by each group of people for themselves, 
and this is either unwritten or written, and common law is that which 
comes from nature.* For there is something that all people have a 
notion of as naturally just and unjust, even if there is no unanimity or 
agreement among them, and it is such a thing that Sophocles’ Anti- 
gone is obviously speaking of in saying that it is a just thing, though 
forbidden, to bury Polyneices, since that is just by nature: 


For this is not something of today or yesterday, but for 
ever and ever 
It has its life, and no one knows where it came to light. 


This is also the sense in which Empedocles speaks about not slaugh- 
tering anything with the breath of life in it, because it is not that this 
is just for some people and not just for others, 


But what is lawful for everyone under the wide watchful 
Sky stretches unbroken through the boundless light of day, 


and the sense in which Alcidamas says in the Messeniacus “the god 
has left everyone free; nature has made no one a slave.”*” And there 
is a twofold distinction as regards people, since the things one ought 
to do and not do are defined in relation to the community or against 
one of those in the community. Hence unjust and just actions consist 
in committing injustice or doing justice in two ways, either to one 
definite person or to the community. Someone who commits adultery 
or assault is doing injustice to some definite person, but someone who 
does not serve in the army is doing injustice to the community. 
Now that all acts of injustice have been divided up, some being 
against the community and some against another person or persons, 
let us go back again to what it is to suffer injustice* and speak of that. 
Now to suffer injustice is to have unjust things done to one by someone 
who acts willingly, for committing injustice was defined before as a 
willing act. And since necessarily the person suffering the injustice is 


86 See the note to 1368b 7. Aristotle begins there with the broad distinction between 
written and unwritten laws, but adds a bit more precision here by noting that particular 
laws can also be unwritten. This is not an inconsistency, as some have thought. 


87 The lines from Antigone are 456-457. Those from Empedocles are a fragment 
from Purifications, one of his two long philosophic poems. Alcidamas is said to have 
been a pupil of Gorgias; the words quoted are missing from the manuscripts, but are 
incorporated in the text by Ross from another source. The Messenians praised in his 
speech regained their freedom after three centuries of slavery as Spartan helots. 


88 See 1368b 6-7. 
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harmed and suffers harm done willingly, the kinds of harm are evident 
from the things said earlier, for the things that are good and bad in 
their own right were stated above, and it was stated that willing acts 
are those done by people who know what they are doing; so it is neces- 
sary that all accusations are concerned with either the community ora 
private person, and are made against one who was either ignorant and 
unwilling or willing and knew what he was doing, and in the latter 
case either from choice or on account of passion. What has to do with 
spiritedness will be spoken of in the chapters on the passions; what 
sorts of actions are performed by choice, and the conditions people 
are in when they perform them, were stated above. 

But since often people admit to having carried out an action but 
disagree with either the indictment or what the indictment is for, 
agreeing, for example, to having taken something but not to having 
stolen it, or to having hit someone first but not to having used outra- 
geous violence, or to having had sex with someone but not to having 
seduced her, or to having stolen something but not to having com- 
mitted sacrilege (since it was not something dedicated to a god), or to 
have used land they did not own but not public land, or to having had 
discussions with the enemy but not to having committed treason—for 
these reasons it will be necessary to give definitions of these things as 
well, of what theft, violent outrage, and adultery are, so that if we want 
to show that they do or do not apply, we will be able to make clear 
what is just. In all such cases, the dispute is over whether someone 
is unjust and hence depraved or not unjust, because depravity and 
the committing of injustice are present in the choice, and such words 
as violent outrage and theft have an implied reference to intentional 
choice. For if one hits someone, he does not in all instances commit 
a violent outrage, but only if it is for the sake of something such as 
shaming the other person or giving himself pleasure. And if one 
takes something secretly, he does not in all instances commit theft, 
but only if it is to someone’s harm and to appropriate it for himself. 
And in the rest of the cases as well, things are similar to the way they 
are in these. 

And since there were two forms of just and unjust things (some 
with respect to written, others to unwritten laws), those which the 
laws proclaim have been discussed, but there are two forms of the 
unwritten ones. One sort are things that involve a surpassing of virtue 
or vice, and for them there are reproaches or praises and expressions 
of dishonor or honor, and awards (for example, for having gratitude 
to someone who has done you a favor, for doing a favor in return to 
someone who has done one, for being quick to come to the help of 
one’s friends, and whatever else is of that sort), and the other are things 
left out of the law that is particular and written. For the decent thing 
seems to be just, and a decent thing is something just that goes beyond 
the written law. This sort of thing happens in some cases willingly, in 
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others unwillingly, on the part of the lawmakers, unwillingly when 
it escapes their notice, and willingly when they are not able to make 
a distinction but are under the necessity to speak in universal terms 
about something that is not universal but is the case for the most part, 
and about those things that are not easy to distinguish owing to the 
limitlessness of cases; an example is how big and what sort of iron 
implement does bodily harm, since a lifetime would leave one still 
counting them up. So if that is indeterminate, but there is a need to 
make a law, it is necessary to speak in simple terms, and thus if some- 
one who has on a ring lifts his hand® or hits anyone, by the written 
law he is subject to punishment and commits an injustice, but by the 
truth of the matter he does not commit an injustice, and that is the 
decent thing to decide. 

And if the decent thing is what has been said, it is clear what sorts 
of things are and are not decent, and what sorts of people are not 
decent, because when there are things for which one ought to make 
allowances, that is the decent thing to do, and not to consider mistakes 
and injustices worthy of the same punishment, or even mistakes and 
misfortunes. Misfortunes are unforeseeable and do not come from 
faults of character, mistakes are not unforeseeable and not from bad- 
ness,” and injustices are not unforeseeable and are from badness. It is 
a decent thing to make allowances for human failings, and to look not 
to the law but to the lawmaker, and not to the word but to the thought 
of the lawmaker, not to the action but to the intention, not to the part 
but to the whole, and to consider not the sort of person someone is at 
a moment but the sort of person someone always was and is for the 
most part. And it is a decent thing to remember the good things done 
to one more than the bad, and the good things done to one more than 
the good things one has done, and to put up with receiving injustice, 
and to be willing to resolve matters by word rather than by deed, and 
want to go to arbitration rather than to a trial; for the arbitrator looks 
at what is decent, but the judge looks at the law, and the arbitrator 
was devised for that reason, so that the decent thing may prevail. Let 
what concerns things that are decent be marked out in this way. 


89 Even without striking a blow, one could be considered guilty of assault with a 
deadly weapon. There was a recent instance in which a child was suspended from 
school for having a key-ring ornament in the shape of a gun. 


90 The middle category is the interesting one. The translation assumes that Aris- 
totle is using the word mochthéria the way he did at 1368b 14 (see note there), for both 
badness and weakness, and shifts to ponéria to refer to bad character alone. Hence a 
mistake (hamartéma) is either a failure of knowledge in a good person (as in tragedy) 
or a failure to resist temptation in a weak person. The decent person would have 
to judge first the character of the accused and then the degree of temptation before 
excusing an action. The translation departs from Ross’s edition in dropping a clause 
from the end of this sentence that is not in all the sources, and that seems to violate 
the distinctions the sentence lays out. 
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Chapter 14. 

Unjust acts are greater to the degree the injustice they come from is 
greater; that is why the slightest things can be the greatest injustices, 
as in the accusation Callistratus made against Melanopus, that he 
shortchanged the temple builders by three half-pennies of a dedicated 
offering. The case of justice is the other way around. These things are 
so as a result of what is present in potency, because someone who 
has embezzled three dedicated half-pennies would also commit any 
injustice whatever. So the greater injustice is sometimes judged in this 
way, but sometimes from the harm done. And an unjust act is greater 
for which there is no equivalent penalty, but all penalties are too little, 
and so is one for which there is no cure, since it is difficult or even 
impossible to deal with, and one for which it is not possible for the 
one who suffered it to obtain a legal penalty, for it is incurable since a 
legal penalty is both a disciplinary measure and a cure. An unjust act is 
also greater if the one who suffered and had the injustice done to him 
punished himself greatly, since it is just for the one who committed it 
to be punished with something even greater; for instance Sophocles,” 
when he was speaking as an advocate on behalf of Euctemon, who 
had cut his own throat after he had suffered a violent outrage, said 
he would not set a lesser penalty than the one the victim had set on 
himself. An unjust act is greater if someone has been the only one to 
commit it, or the first, or is among few who have done so. And making 
the same mistake over and over is a great offense. So is anything on 
account of which preventive and punitive measures are sought and 
devised; in Argos, for instance, one on whose account a law is passed 
is punished, as well as people on whose account a prison is built.” 

And the more brutal an unjust act is, the greater it is. So is one 
that results from more premeditation. Also one that makes people 
who hear of it feel more fear and pity. And the rhetorical means of 
showing this are of this sort: that someone has reneged on or violated 
many commitments, such as oaths, pledges, assurances, and marriage 
vows, since that is an overload of multiple acts of injustice. And an 
act of injustice is greater when committed in the place in which those 
who commit injustice are given their punishments, which is the very 
thing perjurers do; where would they not commit injustice, if they do 
so even in the lawcourt? And acts of injustice are greater for which 
the disgrace is greatest; and they are greater if they are committed 
against that person by whom one was benefited, since he does more 
than one injustice, because he does harm and also fails to do good. 
And acts of injustice that go against the unwritten standards of justice 
are greater, since it is the mark of a better person to be just without 


91 Probably not the poet, but a political figure mentioned also at 1419a 26. 


92 This seems to mean that Argos imposed an extra punishment for causing the 
trouble and expense of providing for punishing the original crime. 
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compulsion, and the written laws are enforced by compulsion, while 
the unwritten ones are not. But in a different way, acts of injustice are 
greater if they go against the written laws, since anyone who commits 
injustice in matters subject to fear and penalties would also commit 
injustices not subject to penalties. So what has to do with greater and 
lesser injustice has been stated. 


Chapter 15. 

The next thing is to run through the so-called inartful means of 
persuasion that were mentioned,” for these belong to courtroom 
speeches in particular. They are five in number: laws, witnesses, writ- 
ten agreements, evidence obtained by torture, and oaths. Let us speak 
about laws first, then, and how they need to be used both in exhort- 
ing and warning and in accusing and defending. For it is clear that, 
if the written law is opposed to the fact, use needs to be made of the 
common law and of what is more decent and more just, because “in 
one’s best judgment’ means not to use the written law exclusively, 
and because what is decent always endures and never changes, any 
more than the common law does, since it comes from nature, while 
the written laws change frequently. This is where the things said 
in Sophocles’ Antigone come from,” for she defends herself on the 
grounds that she carried out the burial contrary to Creon’s law but 
not contrary to the unwritten law, 


For this is not something of today or yesterday but for 
ever and ever... 

And I was not about to pay that penalty because of 
any man... 


Also it may be argued that what is just is true and advantageous, 
but what seems just is not, so that what is written is not law, since it 
does not do the job of the law. And that the judge is like an assayer 
of silver, to distinguish between counterfeit and true justice. And 
that it is the mark of a better man to use and stand by the unwritten 
laws rather than the written ones. And if a law anywhere is opposed 
to a well-regarded law, or even to itself, as for instance one law 
sometimes demands that whatever is contractually agreed upon is 
binding while another forbids making a contract contrary to the law, 
or if a law is ambiguous, then one may turn it and see which way of 
taking it fits what is just or advantageous and then use that. And if 
the facts on the basis of which the law was enacted are no longer in 
effect, but the law is, an attempt needs to be made to make this clear 
and to do battle against the law on this point. But if the written law 


93 See 1355b 35-39. 
94 A phrase in the oath taken by Athenian juror-judges. 
95 Line 456, quoted above at 1373b 12, is here followed by 478. 
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is in accord with the fact, what needs to be said is that “in one’s best 
judgment” is not for the sake of deciding contrary to the law, but so 
that one may not be in violation of the oath if he is ignorant of what 
the law means. Also that no one chooses what is good simply, but 
what is good for himself. Also that not using a law is no different from 
not establishing it. Also that in the other arts, there is nothing to be 
gained by “outsmarting the doctor,” since the doctor’s mistake does 
not do as much harm as getting in the habit of disobeying the one in 
authority, and that looking for ways to be wiser than the laws is just 
what is forbidden in the laws that are praised. Let distinctions about 
the laws be made in this way. 

As for witnesses, witnesses are of two sorts, ancient and recent, 
and among the latter, some are in jeopardy along with the one accused 
and others outside it. By ancient witnesses I mean poets and all other 
notable people whose judgments are well-known. The Athenians, 
for instance, used Homer as a witness concerning Salamis, and the 
people of Tenedos just recently used Periander of Corinth against 
those of Sigeum.* Cleophon also used the elegies of Solon against 
Critias, saying that his family had been out of control from of old, for 
otherwise Solon would never have composed the line 


Do me a favor and tell red-haired Critias to obey his father. 


So people of this sort are witnesses concerning things of the past, but 
those who interpret oracles are witnesses concerning future things— 
Themistocles, for example, invoking the “wooden wall” to say a naval 
battle had to be fought.” And also proverbs, like those mentioned,” 
are testimony; for instance, if someone is giving advice against making 
a friend of an old man, a proverb bears witness to this, 


Never do a favor to an old man, 
or to killing the sons whose fathers had also been killed, 


Thoughtless as a child is he who leaves alive the sons 
of fathers slain. 


96 In the catalogue of ships in Bk. II of the Iliad (lines 557-558), Homer had linked 
Salamis with the Athenians, and Athenian representatives appealed to this centuries 
later to win a territorial claim over the Megarians. Periander of Corinth had arbitrated 
a dispute over Sigeum (in Asia minor) about two hundred years before Aristotle’s 
time, but the later event is unknown. 


97 When two oracles from Delphi had predicted disaster for the Athenians, Them- 
istocles restored their morale, and advanced his project to make them a naval power, 
by declaring that ships would be the unbroken wooden wall that would be their only 
protection. Herodotus tells the story in his History, VII, 140-144. 


98 Aristotle has appealed to a few himself, in Chapters 10-12 above. The second one 
cited below is attributed to Stasinus, an early poet. One of the most famous remarks 
in Machiavelli’s The Prince (Ch. 17) goes Stasinus one better: “men sooner forget the 
deaths of their fathers than the loss of their patrimony.” 
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Recent witnesses are those notable people who have made judg- 
ments about anything, since their judgments are useful to those 
engaged in a dispute about the same matters; for example, Euboulus, 
in the lawcourts, used against Chares what Plato had said to Archibius, 
that to admit to being depraved had become common in the city. 
Recent witnesses also include those who would be in jeopardy along 
with the accused if they seemed to be lying. Such people are witnesses 
only to these things: whether something happened or not, and whether 
something is the case or not. As to what sort of thing it is, such as just 
or unjust, advantageous or disadvantageous, they are not witnesses 
at all; outsiders are more credible about those things, and ancient 
witnesses are the most credible, since they cannot be corrupted. As 
corroborations of testimony for someone who has no witnesses, what 
is to be said is that one should judge on the basis of likelihoods, that 
this is the meaning of “in one’s best judgment,” that it is not possible 
for likelihoods to engage in deception for money, and that likelihoods 
are not convicted for false testimony; for one who has witnesses, what 
is to be said against someone who does not is that likelihoods are not 
subject to legal action, and that there would be no need of witnesses 
if it was sufficient to look at things on the basis of arguments. 

Some witnesses have to do with oneself, others with the other 
party to the dispute, and some have to do with the fact, others with 
the person’s character, so it is obvious that it is never possible to be at 
a loss for a useful witness; for if there is no witness to the fact, either 
in agreement with oneself or in opposition to one’s adversary, there 
are still character witnesses, either to one’s own decency or to one’s 
adversary’s baseness. The other things relating to a witness, whether 
he is a friend, an enemy, or in-between, whether he has a good reputa- 
tion, a bad reputation, or one in-between, and all the other distinctions 
of that kind are to be argued on the basis of the exact same sorts of 
topics from which we also make enthymemes. 

About written agreements, there is a use for arguments to the 
extent of magnifying their importance or knocking them down, to 
make them either credible or without credibility—credible and bind- 
ing if they work to one’s advantage, and the opposite if the advantage 
belongs to the other party to the dispute. For making them credible or 
without credibility, there is no difference from the way of proceeding 
with witnesses, since written agreements are credible as a reflection 
of what sorts of people they are who sign them and keep them. When 
it is admitted that there is a written agreement, if it is on one’s side it 
needs to be magnified in importance, since an agreement is a private 
and particular law, and while agreements do not make a law binding, 
the laws make agreements in accord with the law binding; in general, 
the law itself is a kind of agreement, so anyone who fails to credit 
an agreement or nullifies it is nullifying the laws. Also, most of our 
willing transactions are carried out in accordance with agreements, 
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so if these become nonbinding, the usefulness of human beings to 
one another is destroyed. The other arguments that fit the situation 
are there to be seen on the face of it. 

But if the agreement is opposed to one’s side and with the other 
party to the dispute, then in the first place, those same things fit the 
situation that would if one were fighting against an opposing law, 
for when we believed one ought not to obey the laws if they are not 
rightly laid down and those who made them were in error, it would 
be absurd to say it is necessary to obey agreements. Then too, what 
is to be said is that the judge is the arbiter of justice, so it is not what 
was agreed that needs to be looked into, but what is more just, and 
what is just is not something that can be twisted out of shape by fraud 
or compulsion (since it is natural), but agreements are affected by 
both fraud and compulsion. In addition to these things, one needs 
to consider whether the agreement is opposed to any of the written 
or common laws, and among the written ones, either one’s own or 
foreign laws, and then whether it is opposed to other later or earlier 
agreements, since it may be that the later ones are binding and the 
earlier ones not, or that the earlier ones are rightful and the later ones 
were tainted by fraud, whichever way might be useful. One needs to 
look also at what is advantageous, in case the agreement is opposed 
to the judges” in any point, and any other such issues, since these are 
similarly easy to see. 

Evidence given under torture is one sort of testimony, and it seems 
to have credibility because a certain compulsion is attached to it. So it 
is not difficult to see what it is possible to say about these matters, by 
which to magnify their importance when they are to one’s advantage, 
to the effect that these are the only truthful witnesses; and when they 
are opposed and with the other party to the dispute, one may undo 
their effect by stating what is true about the class of evidence given 
under torture as a whole, that people under duress tell lies no less 
than truths, both those who stand up under it to avoid telling the 
truth and those who make false allegations readily to put an end to 
it more quickly. One ought to have examples to bring up of things 
that have happened in such cases that the judges know about. (And 
one ought to say that testimonies given under torture are not true. For 
many thick-headed and tough-skinned people who are also strong 
in soul hold out nobly against force, while others who are cowardly 


99 There is a modern example of an American university that was originally 
endowed to offer free education to white males. Its founder’s will was voided by the 
courts on all these points without any specific laws to the contrary, when its terms 
became disadvantageous financially and against public policy. 
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and timid nerve themselves up before seeing any force, so that there 
is nothing credible in evidence given under torture.) 

Concerning oaths, there are four possibilities to distinguish: one 
either proffers an oath and takes one, or does neither, or does one 
and not the other, and in this case either proffers an oath but does 
not take one, or takes one but does not proffer one. In another sense 
there is a case in addition to these, if this oath has already been sworn 
by oneself or by the other party. 

If someone does not proffer an oath, he may say that people easily 
swear falsely, and that someone who has sworn an oath does not make 
restitution, but he assumes that people will condemn those who have 
not sworn one, and that this risk, the one involving the jurors, is the 
better one to take, since he trusts them and not the other person. If he 
does not take a proffered oath, he may say that an oath is a substitute 
for money, and that if he were dishonest he would have sworn it, 
since it’s better to be dishonest for some profit rather than none, and 
he’d get a profit from having sworn but none from not having sworn; 
so his not having sworn would be due to virtue rather than to avoid 
perjury. And Xenophanes’ remark fits the situation, because “this is 
no fair challenge, from an impious person to a pious one”; it’s as if a 
strong man were to be challenged to hit a weak man or not hit him. 
But if he takes the oath, he may say that he trusts himself but not 
the other person. What he needs to declare, by turning Xenophanes’ 
remark around, is that this is the way for it to be fair, if the impious 
man proffers the oath and the pious one swears it, and that it would 
be a terrible thing not to be willing to swear an oath himself on mat- 
ters on which he considers it right for others to swear one in order to 
be judges. If he proffers an oath, he may say that it is a pious thing to 
be willing to turn the matter over to the gods, and that his opponent 
ought not to need any other judges since he is giving the decision over 
to them, and that it is absurd to be unwilling to swear an oath about 
matters on which he considers it right for others to swear. 

And since it is evident how the argument needs to be made in 
each particular case, it is also evident how it needs to be made when 
they are linked in pairs, such as when one is willing to take an oath 
himself but not proffer one, or if he proffers one but is not willing to 
take one, or if he is willing to take one and to proffer one, or not will- 
ing to do either. Since by necessity the situations are a combination 


100 The sentences in parenthesis are missing from most manuscripts but present 
in an otherwise reliable one. They are accepted as genuine by Ross, but generally 
considered to be a later addition to the text. Torture was routinely used to make slaves 
testify against their owners. 


101 Before a case came to trial, either party could call upon the other to take an oath. 
The challenger proffered both the words of the oath and the divine witness by whom 
the other party was to swear. This practice had an effect similar to our lie-detector 
tests; it could lead to an out-of-court settlement, or its results could be used at trial 
for or against either party. 
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of the cases mentioned, the arguments too must be a combination of 
those mentioned. And if there has already been a contradictory oath 
sworn by himself, an argument may be made that this was not perjury; 
for committing an injustice is a willing act and to perjure oneself is to 
commit an injustice, but acts resulting from force or fraud are unwill- 
ing. In this case, then, the conclusion must be drawn that committing 
perjury is also something in one’s thinking and not in one’s mouth. 
But if there was a contradictory oath sworn to by one’s opponent, one 
may argue that someone who does not stand by things he has sworn 
to makes everything null and void, and it is for this reason that those 
who apply the laws have taken oaths: “They think it right for all of 
you to stand by the oaths you’ve sworn when you judge them, when 
they themselves do not stand by theirs,” and whatever else one might 
say to make a bigger point of it. So let this much be said about the 
inartful means of persuasion. 
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BOOK II 


Chapter 1. 

The foregoing are the things on the basis of which one needs to 
exhort and warn, praise and blame, and accuse and defend, and the 
sorts of opinions and premises that are useful for persuasive speeches 
about them. For enthymemes deal with them and come from them, 
involved in speechmaking in each particular class of speeches. But 
since rhetoric is for the sake of a judgment (because in deliberations 
people make judgments and a trial is a judgment), it is necessary not 
only to look to the argument, so that it will be demonstrative and 
persuasive, but also to present oneself as a certain sort of person and 
prepare for a certain sort of judge; for it makes a big difference as far 
as persuasion is concerned, in deliberations especially and secondly in 
trials, what sort of person the speaker appears to be, and how his hear- 
ers assume he is disposed toward them, and moreover, whether they 
themselves might happen to be disposed in some particular way. The 
sort of person the speaker appears to be is more useful in deliberations, 
and the way the hearer is disposed is more useful in trials, because 
things do not appear the same to those who feel friendship as to those 
who are hostile, nor do they appear the same to those who are angry 
as to those who remain calm, but appear either altogether different 
or different in magnitude. For to someone who feels friendship for 
the one about whom he makes the judgment, the latter seems to have 
committed either no injustice or a small one, but to someone hostile 
to him it seems the opposite; and to someone who desires something 
and is hopeful about it, if it is something that is going to be pleasant, 
it appears to him both that it is going to happen and that it is going 
to be a good thing, but to someone who is apathetic or disgruntled it 
looks the opposite. 

Three things are responsible for making the speakers themselves 
be believed, because that is how many things there are, apart from 
demonstrative arguments, on account of which we feel trust. These 
are judgment, virtue, and goodwill." For people go wrong in the 
things they speak of or give advice about by reason of all these or of 
any one of them, since they either have incorrect opinions on account 
of a lack of judgment, or while having correct opinions do not say 
what seems true to them on account of vice, or, if they are of good 
judgment and decent but not good-willed, it is possible for that very 
reason for them to fail to give the best advice they know how to give; 
besides these there are none. It is a necessity, therefore, that anyone 
who seems to have all these attributes will be trusted by his hearers. 
The things on the basis of which one might appear to be of good judg- 
ment and high moral stature need to be gathered from the distinctions 


102 This trio of attributes should be compared with the one Socrates offers in 486E- 
487E of the Gorgias, in a different but related context. 
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that were made about the virtues, since one might present himself as 
such on the basis of the same things he would use to present someone 
else in that way; good will and friendship need to be spoken of in a 
discussion of the passions.' 

The passions are all those sources of change on account of which 
people differ in their judgments that are accompanied by pain and 
pleasure; examples are anger, pity, fear, and everything else of that 
sort, as well as their opposites. And with respect to each of them, it is 
necessary to make a threefold division; I mean, with respect to anger 
for example, what sort of disposition makes people prone to anger, 
whom they tend to get angry with, and on what sorts of occasions, 
since if we had two of these, but not all of them, it would be impos- 
sible to produce anger, and similarly in the other cases. So just as we 
have drawn up propositions applicable to the things discussed earlier, 
let us do so about these matters as well, and let us divide them in the 
manner described. 


Chapter 2. 

Let anger be understood as a desire, accompanied by pain, for 
revenge for a perceived belittling of oneself or anything of one’s 
own, when that belittling is not appropriate.'™ And if this is anger, it 
is necessary that the one angered is always angry at some particular 
person, such as Cleon, and not just at a human being, and because that 
person has done something, or is about to do something, against him 
or something of his, and that a certain pleasure follows every feeling 
of anger from the anticipation of getting revenge. For it is pleasant to 


103 This discussion begins here and continues through Chap. 11. In the sense in 
which the word is used here, the pathé are described in the Categories (9b 34-10a 10) 
as temporary passive qualities of the soul. In English, in the late 18" century, David 
Hume notes at the beginning of Bk. II of his Treatise of Human Nature that a “vulgar 
and specious” distinction confines the word passion to the violent emotions and the 
word emotion to the softer passions. This translation follows the primary philosophic 
tradition that speaks of the whole range of feelings as the passions. 


104 This may seem to be an arbitrary narrowing of a group of related feelings that 
takes many different shapes. There are several reasons for Aristotle’s precision. First, 
he typically seeks to understand things meant in more than one sense by looking for 
the primary instance, of which the rest are modifications. What he offers here is a 
definition in the sense of a delimiting, not a formulation meant to substitute for every 
use of the word orgé, a philosophic and not a lexical definition. In the Nicomachean 
Ethics (1125b 29-31, 1108a 7-8), he invents the word orgilotés, proneness to anger, for the 
extreme state of someone who flies off the handle on any and every sort of provocation. 
The particular case of negative feeling against persons unknown for unfair treatment 
of people unconnected with oneself (say, the rulers of some third-world country who 
live in luxury on the foreign aid meant for their poverty-stricken subjects) would 
be properly called nemesis, a righteous indignation discussed separately in Chap. 9 
below. Anger is understood by Aristotle as an immediate and irrational response to 
anything felt as a hostile encroachment on oneself or one’s own, governed by thumos, 
the spiritedness that fueled the wrath of Achilles against Agamemnon, referred to 
in the lines quoted just below. The broader category of hostility in general (echthra) is 
discussed at the end of Chap. 4 below, beginning at 1382a 1. 
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imagine one will attain things one desires, and no one desires things 
that are obviously impossible for him, but the one who is angry 
desires things possible for him. Hence it was beautifully said’ of 
spirited anger, 


It is a thing much sweeter than dripping honey 
As it swells in men’s chests, 


since a certain pleasure goes along with it for this reason, and because 
people dwell in their thoughts on getting revenge; so the imagining 
that then arises produces a pleasure just as in dreams. 

And since belittling is a putting to work of an opinion to the effect 
that something appears worthless (since we think that bad things and 
good things, and things that tend in those directions, are worth taking 
seriously, but we take as worthless those things that are not at all, 
or only slightly, either way), there are three forms of belittling: con- 
tempt, spitefulness, and insolence. Someone who shows contempt 
for another person belittles him, since it is things people believe are 
worthless that they have contempt for, and worthless things that they 
belittle; and someone who treats another person with spite appears 
to belittle him, since spite is a thwarting of someone’s wishes, not to 
gain anything for oneself but so that person will not gain it. So since 
it is not for any gain for oneself, one is belittling the other person, 
for it is clear that one does not expect the other to do one any harm, 
because then one would be afraid and not belittle him, or to do one any 
good worth mentioning, because then one would be taking thought 
about how to be his friend. And someone who behaves insolently 
to another person also belittles him, since insolence is the doing or 
saying of things that bring shame to the person who suffers them, 
not to get anything out of it oneself other than to have it happen, just 
to get pleasure from it, for people who are acting in retaliation are 
not being insolent but vengeful. What is responsible for the pleasure 
felt by insolent people is that they believe they are showing a greater 
superiority by behaving maliciously (and this is why young people 
and rich people are insolent, since they think that in being insolent 
they are being superior). 


105 Iliad XVIII, 109-110; see also above, 1370b 12. 


106 The three attitudes form an ascending scale, as Aristotle spells out. The last of 
the three is hubris, used in Chaps. 12 and 13 of Bk. I in its legal sense for an outrage, 
or humiliating violation of another person. Here it includes speaking and gestures 
as well. The sense in which the word hubris has been brought into English, primar- 
ily by high-school English teachers, to mean something like being too big for one’s 
britches, does not reflect the element of cruelty that is always present in Aristotle’s 
use of the word. 
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Dishonor is part of insolence, and someone who dishonors another 
person belittles him, since what is worthless has no honor as either 
good or bad; this is why Achilles, when he gets angry, says 


He has dishonored me, for after taking away my prize 
he keeps it himself 


and 
As if I were some tramp with no honor, 


as if these were the reasons he was angry. People believe they deserve 
to be shown great respect by those who are inferior to them in family, 
in power, in virtue, and generally in any attribute in which they them- 
selves have any great superiority, as a rich person has over a poor 
one in money, a rhetorically skilled person over someone not fluent 
at speech in speaking,’ a ruler over someone ruled, and a person 
who deserves to rule over someone who deserves to be ruled. This 
is why it was said, 


Great is the angry spirit of kings supported by Zeus 
and 
Yet even afterwards he still holds a grudge, 


since they are provoked on account of their superiority. A person 
also expects respect from those he believes he should be well treated 
by; these are people he has treated well himself, or is treating well, 
or intends or intended to, or whom anyone has treated well through 
him or anyone close to him. 

So it is already clear from these things what the condition is of the 
people themselves who are angry, as well as who it is they are angry 
at and for what reasons. For they themselves are angry when their 
feelings are hurt; anyone feeling pain desires something, so if anyone 
deals any sort of blow to his getting it immediately, say to his drinking 
if he is thirsty (and similarly, even if he does not, if he appears to do 
that same thing), or if anyone acts in opposition to him, or does not 
act in support of him, or bothers him in any other way when he is in 
this condition, he is angry with them all. That is why people who are 
sick, poor, in love, in thirst, and in general in the grip of unfulfilled 
desire, are prone to anger and easily aroused, especially against those 
who belittle their present distress—a sick person, for example, at 
those who belittle his illness, a needy person at those who belittle his 


107 Iliad I, 356 and IX, 648, spoken by Achilles; the two lines quoted next are II, 196 
and I, 82, referring to Agamemnon. 


108 The Gorgias begins by showcasing Gorgias’s assumption of superiority on this 
ground, and Polus’s eruption of anger in 461B is a precise depiction of what Aristotle 
describes here. One comic aspect of the scene is that Polus, sputtering with rage on 
behalf of the honor of skilled speakers, loses all his skill at speaking. 
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poverty, someone in a war at those who belittle the war, a lover at 
those who belittle love, and similarly with the rest. For each person 
has the way paved for his own anger by the passion that is already 
present. And the anger is still greater if he happened to be expecting 
the opposite, for something far beyond expectation causes more pain, 
just as something far beyond expectation causes more delight if things 
happen the way one wants them to. Hence too, the sorts of times and 
seasons, dispositions and ages for being easily moved to anger are 
evident, as well as where and when they occur; and when people are 
in them to a greater degree, they are also more easily moved. 

People themselves are easily moved to anger, then, when they are 
in these conditions, and they are angry at those who ridicule, mock, 
and jeer at them (because they are showing insolence), and at those 
who do them harm in any sorts of ways that are signs of insolence; the 
harm is necessarily of a sort that is neither in retaliation for anything 
or of benefit to those who do it, for that in itself makes it seem to be 
done out of insolence. People are also easily moved to anger by those 
who speak ill of and look down on things that they themselves treat 
with the utmost seriousness; for instance, people who take pride in 
philosophy get angry at those who are contemptuous of it, and people 
who take pride in their looks get angry at those who are contemptuous 
of that, and similarly in other cases. And these responses are far more 
intense when people secretly suspect that they do not really possess 
these things, either not at all or not very strongly, or that they are 
not thought to, for whenever they firmly believe they are superior in 
those things for which they are mocked, they pay no attention to it. 
And they get angry at their friends more than at those who are not 
their friends, since they believe they deserve to be better treated by 
them than by those who are not friends. And they get more angry at 
those who are accustomed to treat them with honor or respect, if they 
back off and do not show them these regards, for they believe they 
are being looked down on by them too, since otherwise they would 
keep doing the same things. People also get angry at those who do 
not return favors, or do not pay them back in equal measure, and at 
those who do anything in opposition to them, if they are people of 
lesser standing, for all such people appear to be showing them con- 
tempt, the latter as if they were opposing inferiors, the former as if 
the favors were from inferiors. 

And people get more angry at those who are of no account, if 
they belittle them in any way, for it was assumed that anger arises 
from belittling and at those from whom it is inappropriate, and it is 
appropriate for people of lesser standing not to engage in belittling. 
And people get more angry at their friends if they do not speak or 
act well toward them, and still more if they do the reverse, and also if 
they fail to notice when they need something, as Antiphon’s Plexippus 
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did’ in his Meleager; for not noticing is a sign of belittling someone, 
since we do not fail to notice what involves people we respect. Also, 
people get angry at those who rejoice over their misfortunes, and in 
general at those who are in good spirits when they themselves are 
suffering misfortunes, since this is a sign either of an enemy or of 
someone who belittles them. And they get angry at those who are 
unconcerned if they give them pain; this is why people get angry at 
those who bring them bad news. And people also get angry at those 
who listen to reports of their faults or witness them, since that makes 
them look like they are belittling them or being hostile to them, because 
friends share one’s sorrows, and all people who witness their own 
faults feel sorrow. 

People get still more angry at those who belittle them, if they do 
so in the presence of five sorts of people: people they feel rivalry with, 
people they admire, people by whom they want to be admired, and 
either people around whom they feel shame or any of those who feel 
shame around them. They also get angry at those who belittle people 
of a sort that it would be shameful for them not to defend, such as 
parents, children, wives, and those they rule; also at those who do 
not give them the gratitude they deserve, since the belittling goes 
beyond what is seemly; also at those who are ironic'™ about things 
they take seriously, since irony is something that shows contempt; also 
at those who do favors for other people if they do not do favors for 
them, since this too shows contempt, in not considering one worthy 
of things everyone is worthy of. Forgetfulness, even of names, for 
example, is also something that produces anger, despite being about 
something so slight, since forgetfulness too seems to be a sign of belit- 
tling, because forgetfulness comes from carelessness, and carelessness 
is a sort of belittling. 

So at the same time, it has been stated at whom people get angry, 
what condition they themselves are in, and what sorts of things cause 
it. And it is evident that, by one’s speech, one might need to prepare 
people to be of the same sort as those feeling prone to anger, and to 
present one’s opponents as guilty of those things which cause people 
to get angry and as being the sort of people they get angry at. 


Chapter 3. 

Now since getting angry is the opposite of calming down and 
anger is the opposite of calmness, what needs to be taken up is the 
condition people are in when they are calm, who it is toward whom 


109 It is not clear from the Greek who was angry at whom, and the play is not 
extant. The translator’s guess is based upon the fact that the legendary Meleager was 
notorious for his rage. 


110 See 489E of the Gorgias, where Socrates and Callicles trade this reproach. 
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they feel calm," and what makes them calm down. Let calming down 
be understood as a settling and quieting of anger. If, then, people get 
angry at those who belittle them, and belittling is an intentional act, 
it is clear that they are calm with those who do not do any of that, or 
who do so unintentionally, or at least appear that way. They are also 
lenient toward those who meant to do the opposite of what they did, 
and with those who behave the same sort of way toward themselves, 
since it does not seem that a person himself would belittle himself. 
And they are lenient toward those who admit to belittling them and 
feel remorse about it, since they calm down from their anger as if the 
other person’s being pained at what he had done got them justice. 
There is a sign of this in the way household slaves are disciplined, 
since we discipline more strongly those who talk back and deny what 
they have done, but our spirits stop being angry at those who admit 
they are being disciplined justly. The reason is that denying things 
that are obvious is shamelessness, and a lack of shame shows belit- 
tling and contempt; at any rate, if we feel great contempt for people, 
we have no shame toward them. People are also lenient toward those 
who show humility and do not talk back, because they seem to admit 
to being in an inferior position, and people in an inferior position feel 
fear, and no one who is afraid of someone belittles him. Even dogs 
make it clear that anger stops toward those who show humility, by 
not biting people who squat down. And people are calm with those 
who behave with seriousness when they themselves are serious, for 
they seem to take them seriously and not show contempt. And they 
are lenient toward those who have shown them greater kindness. 
And toward those in need who ask them for help, since they are more 
humble. People are lenient with those who are never insolent, mock- 
ing, or belittling toward anyone, or not toward honest people, or not 
toward people of their own sort. In general, one ought to look at things 
that cause leniency on the basis of their opposites, and people do not 
get angry at those they fear or in whose presence they feel shame, as 
long as they are in those states, since it is impossible to be afraid of 
someone and angry at him at the same time. And at those who have 
done something out of anger, people are either not angry at all or 
less so, since they do not appear to have acted because of belittling; 
for no one who is angry at someone belittles him, since belittling is 
unaccompanied by pain, while anger involves pain. And people are 
lenient toward those who feel shame in their presence. 


111 Aristotle is using an array of words derived from the root of the adjective praos. 
The process that reverses getting angry is best called calming down in English, and 
calmness is a good name for the state opposite to anger, but much of the chapter 
deals with an attitude toward others that is more than just an absence of anger. When 
the context of the word praos calls for it, this translation will use forms of the word 
“lenient” to indicate an inclination to excuse offenses. Some older translations use 
forms of the word “mild” for all cases, but greater accuracy seems achievable with a 
sacrifice of uniformity. 
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And it is clear that people are calm when they are in a condition 
opposite to being angry, as when they are in a state of playfulness, 
laughter, feasting, prosperity, achievement, satisfaction, and in gen- 
eral in a state of freedom from pain, or pleasure without insolence, 
or wholesome anticipation. People are also calm when their anger 
has gone on a long time and is not fresh, since time puts an end to 
anger. And an act of revenge taken first against a different person 
puts an end even to a greater anger against someone else. This is why 
Philocrates gave a good reply when the populace was angry at him and 
someone asked him, “Why don’t you defend yourself?” “Not yet,” he 
said. “When, then?” “When I see someone else getting vilified.” For 
people become calm when they have used up their anger on someone 
else, which is what happened with Ergophilus; for even though the 
people were more infuriated with him than with Callisthenes, they 
let him off, because they had passed a death sentence on Callisthenes 
the previous day." People are also lenient when they feel pity, and 
when someone has suffered a greater evil than those who are angry 
would have inflicted, for they believe it is just the same as if they had 
taken revenge. And when people believe they themselves are in the 
wrong and are suffering justly, no anger arises at something just, since 
they no longer regard themselves as being treated inappropriately, 
and that is what anger was taken to be. And this is the reason why 
one ought to make an explanation first in speech, for then even slaves 
are less upset about being disciplined. 

And people are lenient when they think someone will be unaware 
that the retaliation came from them and what it was for, because anger 
has to do with oneself as a particular person, as is clear from its defini- 
tion; this is why the poem has it right in the words, 


Say it was Odysseus, sacker of cities, 


since there would have been no revenge if the other was unaware by 
whom and for what it was happening. Hence people do not stay 
angry either at others who are unaware of it or at the dead, since they 
have suffered the ultimate penalty and will not be pained by or even 


112 Philocrates and Callisthenes made peace agreements with Macedonia, about 
20 years apart, that were unacceptable to the Athenian people; Ergophilus was an 
Athenian commander who led a failed battle against Thrace. Aristotle’s point is that 
delay in answering a charge can improve an accused person’s chances with a jury. 
Machiavelli takes the same principle several steps further as applied to absolute 
monarchies, in Chap. VII of The Prince; he describes the way Cesare Borgia, after he 
had used Ramiro d’Orca to impose order on the Romanga, had him cut in half and 
placed on display in a public square. 


113 The line is IX, 504, of the Odyssey. If Odysseus had kept quiet, the blinded Cyclops 
could not have endangered the men on his ship by throwing a boulder at them, and 
could not have called down the curse that eventually got all Odysseus’s companions 
killed. Aristotle is not saying it was right of Odysseus to make the taunt, but that it was 
right of Homer to understand how anger works. This perspective shows how much 
alike the stories of Odysseus and Achilles are in Homer’s handling of them. 
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aware of the anger, which is what those who are angry desire. This is 
why, in connection with Hector, the poet,''* wanting Achilles to put 
an end to his anger against a dead man, says well, 


In his rage he is tormenting senseless earth. 


So it is clear that it is on the basis of these topics that people need to 
argue when they want to make others lenient, preparing them to be 
that way by presenting those they are angry at as people to be feared, 
or deserving of a sense of shame, or as having done them favors, or 
as having acted unwillingly, or as greatly pained at the things they 
have done. 


Chapter 4. 

Let us say who people like and hate and why, after we have defined 
love’ and liking. And let liking be understood as wanting someone 
to have the things one believes are good, for that person’s sake and 
not one’s own, and to have what is apt to bring that about as much as 
possible. A friend is someone who likes another person and is liked in 
return, and those who believe this is the case between them believe that 
they are friends. These things being assumed, a friend is necessarily 
someone who shares in pleasure in good things and shares in pain 
at distressing things for no other reason than on account of the other 
person. For all people feel joy when the things they want happen, and 
feel pain when opposite things do, so that their pains and pleasures 
are signs of their wishes. So those for whom the same things are good 
and bad, and who are friends and enemies toward the same people, 
are friends, since it is necessarily the case that they want the same 
things, so that someone who wants the exact same things for another 
person as for himself appears to be a friend to that person. 

And people like those who have done good either to them or to 
those they care about, if the things they have done are of great mag- 
nitude, or if they have done them wholeheartedly or at such times as 
were critical, and for the sake of the beneficiaries themselves, and they 
also like those they believe want to do good to them. And people like 
their friends’ friends, and those who like the people they themselves 
like, and those who are liked by those whom they like, and those who 
are enemies of their own enemies, and who hate those they themselves 


114 Homer puts the words in the mouth of Apollo (Iliad XXIV, 54). 


115 The word is philia. In the Nicomachean Ethics, it plays an enormous role as the 
topic of Bks. VIII and IX, where Aristotle argues that it supercedes justice in uniting 
people and provides the bridge between the virtues of character and intellect in one’s 
development as a whole human being. There it clearly means friendship, though Aris- 
totle also uses it (reluctantly) in Bk. IV, Chap. 6 for a minor social virtue one might call 
amiability. In his primary discussion of philia in that work, he distinguishes it from 
the mere state of feeling that he calls philésis or affection (1157b 28-29). Here philia is 
used for a feeling that can be aroused in a persuasive speech, that can make one feel 
toward another person the way one would toward a friend or family member. 
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hate, and who are hated by those whom they hate; for to all these, 
the same things appear to be good as appear so to them, so that they 
want what is good for them, which is exactly what was taken as the 
mark of a friend. Also, people like those who are inclined to do good 
in matters of money or safety, which is why they honor those who 
are generous, courageous, and just; and they assume that those who 
do not live off others are of this sort, and that includes people who 
make a living by working, among whom are those who live by farm- 
ing, and most of all, in comparison to the rest, those who work their 
own land. And they like those who are temperate, because they are 
not unjust, and those who stay out of other people’s business, for the 
same reason. 

People like those with whom they want to be friends, if they plainly 
want it, and this includes those who are good by reason of virtue as 
well as those who have good reputations, among either all people, 
or the best sort, or those admired by them, or those who admire 
them. And they also like those who are pleasant to live among and 
to spend time with, and these include those who are easygoing, do 
not nag others about their faults, and are not ardently competitive 
or persistently contentious (since all such people are combative, and 
combative people appear to want things that oppose others), as well 
as those who are adroit at teasing and being teased, for in both cases 
people are eager for the same thing as their neighbor, that they be 
able both to take jokes and make jokes agreeably. And people like 
those who praise their good attributes, especially those they fear they 
do not possess. They also like those who are clean in appearance, 
in clothes, and in life as a whole. And they like those who are not 
critical either of their faults or about the good they have done them, 
since both are ways of browbeating people. And they like those who 
are not mindful of past wrongs and do not hold onto grievances, but 
are easily reconciled, because they believe they will be the same way 
toward them that they take them to be toward others. And they like 
those who neither engage in malicious gossip nor even know any evil 
about their neighbors or associates, but only good things, for that is 
what a good person does. And they like those who do not resist them 
when they are angry or urgent about something, for such people are 
combative. And they like those who hold them in serious regard in 
any way, such as admiring them and taking them to be of serious 
stature and welcoming their company, especially those who feel that 
way about the things they themselves most want to be admired for, 
or taken seriously about, or seem pleasant on account of. 

People like those who are like themselves and have the same inter- 
ests, so long as they do not become boring, and if their livelihood does 
not come from the same source, since in that case it becomes a matter 
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of “potter versus potter.”''® And they like those who desire the same 
things—things, that is, which it is possible for them to share at the same 
time; if not, the same thing happens in this case too. And people like 
those around whom they are comfortable enough not to be ashamed 
of things on account of their opinion—people, that is, whom they do 
not look down on—and also those around whom they are ashamed of 
things on account of something true. And people like, or want to be 
friends with, those with whom they feel an ardent rivalry for honor, 
or those by whom they want to be emulated but not envied. And they 
like those whom they would assist in good projects, so long as that 
is not going to result in greater evils for themselves. And they like 
those who show the same sort of affection for absent friends as for 
the ones who are present; that is why everyone likes those who feel 
that way about friends who have died. In all cases, people like those 
who have strong affection for their friends and do not abandon them, 
for the good people they like best are those who are good at being 
friends. And they like those who have no pretenses toward them, and 
this includes those who even tell them their own faults. For it was 
noted that around friends, we are not ashamed of things on account of 
their opinion, so if someone who is ashamed does not feel friendship, 
someone who is not ashamed seems likely to be feeling friendship. 
And we like those who are not frightening to us, with whom we feel 
confident, for no one likes a person he is scared of. Companionship, 
living in the same place, ties of kinship, and all such things are forms 
of friendship. A favor is something that tends to produce friendship, 
especially doing one without being asked and not making a display of 
having done it, for in that way it appears to be for the other person’s 
own sake and not done for any other reason. 

It is clear that the way to see what concerns hostility and hatred is 
from their opposites. Anger, spitefulness and slander are things that 
produce hostility. Anger comes from things done against oneself, but 
hostility arises even without anything directed at oneself, for when 
we take the notion that someone is a certain kind of person, we hate 
him. And anger is always directed at particular people, such as Callias 
or Socrates, but hatred also applies to classes of people, for everyone 
hates a thief or informer. And anger is curable by time, while hatred is 
incurable; the former is a desire for pain, the latter for evil. For someone 
who is angry wants to see the other person suffer, but in the other case 
that makes no difference, and while all painful things are observable, 
the greatest evils are the least observable, namely injustice and bad 
judgment, since the presence of vice is not painful. The former feeling 
is also accompanied by pain, while the latter is not, since someone who 
is angry is pained and someone who feels hatred is not. The former 
may feel pity under many circumstances, but the latter pities no one, 


116 Hesiod, Works and Days, 25-26: “Potter has a grudge against potter, carpenter 
against carpenter, beggar against beggar, and singer against singer.” 
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since the former wants the person he is angry at to suffer in return, 
while the latter wants the person he hates not to exist. 

It is evident from these things, then, that it is possible to demon- 
strate that people are enemies or friends and make them be so when 
they are not, to refute those who claim they are, and, when people 
are in dispute because of anger or hostility, to bring them over to 
whichever side one chooses. 


Chapter 5. 

What sorts of things and persons people fear, and the condition 
they are in when they feel that way, will be evident from the follow- 
ing. Let fear be understood as a certain pain and agitation from the 
imagining of an impending evil of a destructive or painful sort. For 
people are not afraid of all evils, for instance that they will become 
unjust or stupid, but only those evils with the potential for great pain 
or destruction, and those only if they do not appear far away but so 
near as to be about to happen, since people do not fear things that are 
exceedingly remote. All people know that they will die, but because it 
is not imminent, they give it no thought. So if this is what fear is, then 
necessarily all such things as appear to have the potential to inflict 
great destruction, or to do harm that extends to causing great pain, 
are feared. Hence even the signs of such things are feared, since the 
fearsome thing appears imminent. For this is danger: the approach of 
something feared. And the hostility or anger of those who have the 
power to do something about it are signs of this kind, since it is appar- 
ent that they are willing and able to do something, and consequently 
near doing so. Injustice that has power is another such sign, since 
an unjust person is unjust by choice. Another is virtue that has been 
treated with insolence, when it has power, since it always chooses to 
act when it suffers insolence, and in this case it has the power. Another 
is fear in people who have the power to do something about it, since 
that sort of person is necessarily in a state of preparedness. 

And since most people are worse rather than better,” unable to 
resist a chance to gain, and cowardly amid dangers, it is for the most 
part a frightening thing to have oneself at the mercy of anyone else, 
so for someone who has done some terrible thing, those who share 
the knowledge of it are feared by him, either to turn him in or to leave 


117 This is explained by what follows, as referring to human weakness rather than 
deliberate vice. Aristotle regards both vice and virtue as uncommon conditions that 
involve the consistent choice and sustained discipline required to forma character. In 
Bk. VII of the Nicomachean Ethics, he describes the more common human condition as 
one of relative restraint or lack of restraint on the occasion of each new opportunity 
for pleasure or pain that crops up, and says that most people maintain an in-between 
position, even though the scale is more heavily weighted to the worse side (1150a 
15-16); that would seem to imply that the effort must be correspondingly stronger to 
the better side. Like the thing he describes, Aristotle’s assessment of human nature 
is a balanced one. 
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him holding the bag. And those who have the power to do injustice 
are feared by those who are vulnerable to having injustice done to 
them, since for the most part human beings commit injustice when 
they have the power to. And those who have suffered injustice, or 
regard themselves as having suffered it, are objects of fear, since they 
are always on the lookout for an opportunity. Those who have com- 
mitted injustice are also feared when they have power, since they are 
afraid of suffering retaliation, and that sort of thing was set down as 
something frightening. Those who are one’s rivals for the same things, 
that cannot be possessed by both at the same time, are also feared, 
since people are always at war with those of that sort. Those who are 
feared by people stronger than oneself are also frightening, for if they 
would be capable of harming the stronger ones, all the more would 
they be capable of doing harm to oneself. Also frightening, for the 
same reason, are those whom people stronger than oneself are afraid 
of. And those who have brought down people stronger than oneself, 
and also those who have attacked people weaker than oneself, are 
already frightening in the former case or, in the latter, will be when 
they have increased in strength. Among those who have had injustice 
done to them, and among enemies and those one grapples with, it is 
not the hotheads and loudmouths who are to be feared, but those who 
are calm, peaceful, and unscrupulous; they go unnoticed when they 
are nearby, so it can never be evident that they are out of range. And 
all frightening things are more frightening when there is no chance for 
those who have transgressed to set things right, either because that is 
completely impossible or because it is not up to themselves but up to 
their opponents, as are things for which there is no help in defending 
oneself, or none that is easy to come by. As a way of putting it simply, 
frightening things are all those that arouse pity when they happen to 
others, or are on the point of happening. 

One may say that the foregoing are pretty well the most important 
things that are frightening and that people fear; let us now say what 
condition the people themselves are in who are afraid. Now if fear 
includes an expectation of undergoing some devastating suffering, 
it is obvious that no one who believes he is not going to suffer any 
such thing is afraid, either of those things he does not believe he will 
suffer or of those people by whom he does not believe he will suffer 
them, or at any time when he does not believe he will suffer them. 
By necessity, then, those who are afraid are people who do believe 
they will suffer some such thing, and they fear those by whom they 
believe they will and the things they believe they will suffer, when 
they believe they will. But people who are, or think they are, in the 
midst of great prosperity do not believe they will suffer (and hence 
they are insolent, disparaging of others, and reckless, and what makes 
them that way is either riches, bodily strength, a multitude of friends, 
or political power), and neither do people who regard themselves as 
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having already suffered every kind of terrifying affliction, when all 
feeling toward the future has grown cold, as though they already had 
it battered out of them. Some hope of being saved from the thing caus- 
ing their agony has to be left; a sign of this is that fear makes people 
deliberate, and yet no one deliberates about things that are hopeless. 
So that shows the sort of attitude it is necessary to get people into, on 
occasions when it would be better for them to be afraid, the realiza- 
tion that they are just the sort who will suffer (since other and greater 
people have suffered too), and to show that people of their sort are 
suffering and have suffered, at the hands of the sort of people they 
did not believe would do that, and suffered things which, and at times 
when, they did not believe they could. 

And since it is evident what fear is, and what things are feared, 
and, for each sort of people who are afraid, what condition they are 
in, itis also evident from this what being confident is, and the sorts of 
things people are confident about, and how they are disposed when 
they are confident. That which gives confidence is the opposite of 
that which causes fear, so that the hope of things that secure safety 
is combined with an imagining that they are nearby, while those 
that cause fear are either not present or far away. Both the distance 
of terrifying things and the nearness of things that bring safety are 
confidence-inspiring, and confidence is present when remedies and 
sources of help are many or sizable or both, when people have neither 
suffered nor committed injustice, when they have either no competi- 
tors at all or none with any power, or those who have power are their 
friends who have either conferred or received benefits, or there are 
either more competitors or more powerful ones, or both, for whom 
the same things are advantageous as for oneself. 

People are confident themselves when they are in the following 
conditions: when they believe they have had success at many things 
and have not suffered, or have often gotten into terrifying situations 
and have escaped them. For there are two ways in which human 
beings come to be untroubled, either by not having been put to the 
test, or by having the means to get through them, just as, in dangers 
at sea, both those who have not experienced a storm and those who, 
from experience, have the means to get through one, feel confident 
about what they are to undergo. People are also confident when those 
like themselves, or inferior to them, or whom they believe they are 
superior to, find nothing to be afraid of, and they believe they are 
superior to any people if they have conquered them or their superi- 
ors or equals. And people are confident when they believe they have 
more or more powerful possessions of the sort in which a superiority 
makes people feared, and that includes abundance of money, strength 
of body and of friends, of lands, and either all or the most important 
kinds of equipment for war. And people are confident when they 
are in a state of having done no injustice to anyone, or not to many 
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others, or not to those from whom anything is to be feared, and gener- 
ally when things stand well with them in matters that pertain to the 
gods, with respect to omens, charitable giving, and other things. For 
anger inspires confidence, and being treated unjustly when one has 
done no injustice produces anger, and it is assumed that the divine 
power helps victims of injustice. And people are confident when, in 
undertaking anything, they believe that they will either succeed at it 
or at least suffer no harm. And what pertains to things that inspire 
fear and confidence has been stated. 


Chapter 6. 

What sorts of things make people feel ashamed or shameless, and 
in whose presence, and what their condition is, will be clear from 
the following. Let shame be understood as a certain pain or agitation 
over bad deeds, present, past, or future, that appear to bring one into 
disrepute, and let shamelessness be a certain belittling and indiffer- 
ent attitude toward these same things. So if shame is as defined, then 
necessarily shame is felt at bad deeds, either in oneself or of people 
one cares about, that seem to be ugly."® All deeds that result from 
vice are of this sort, such as throwing down one’s shield and running 
away, which comes from cowardice; or embezzling money left in 
trust, which comes from injustice; or having relations with women 
whom one ought not, or where or when one ought not, which comes 
from self-indulgence; or profiting from petty or ugly sources or from 
helpless people, such as the poor or the dead (about which there is the 
proverb about looting a corpse), which comes from base profiteering 
and miserliness; or not helping someone in money matters when one 
is able to, or helping less than one could, or accepting help from those 
with lesser resources, or borrowing when it will seem like begging, 
or begging when it will seem like asking for repayment, or asking 
for repayment when it will seem like begging, or praising things one 
will seem to be begging for, and doing so none the less after one has 
failed to get them, all of which are signs of miserliness, while giving 
praise when people are present is a sign of flattery; or overpraising 
good qualities and glossing over bad ones, or grieving to excess in 
the presence of someone in grief, and all the other things of that sort, 
which are signs of flattery; or not submitting to labors that older people 
or those who are frail or in higher positions of authority, or generally 
those less capable, do undergo, all of which are signs of softness; or 
to accept favors from another person, and do so often, and still com- 


118 The words for beautiful and ugly in ancient Greek (kalos and aischros) were used 
more widely for deeds, as opposed to bodily appearance, than we use them in English, 
but we have exactly the same usage, as when a parent says to a child who has done 
something generous, “That was a beautiful thing you did,” or to one who has done 
something spiteful, “Don’t be so ugly.” Shame (aischuné), and all the words related 
to it, are built on the root meaning ugly. See Aristotle’s definition of the beautiful in 
Bk. I above, at 1366a 33-34. 
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plain about the person who did the favors, all of which are degrading 
signs of a small soul; or talking all the time about oneself, holding 
forth and claiming for oneself things done by others, which are signs 
of braggadocio. And similarly with the deeds that come from each of 
the other vices of character, and the things that are signs of them or 
resemble them, since they are ugly and shameless things to do. And 
it is shameful not to take part in those beautiful things that everyone, 
at least everyone—or most everyone—like oneself does take part; and 
by “like” Iam speaking of those who are alike in nationality, citizen- 
ship, age, family connections, and generally those of equal standing, 
for it is already shameful, for example, not to take part in education 
to the same extent, and in other things like that. And all these things 
are more shameful when they appear to be one’s own fault, since that 
makes them appear, from that point on, to be more a result of vice, 
once one has become responsible oneself for one’s past, present, and 
future attributes. And people feel shame when they have things done 
to them of a sort that brings them dishonor or reproach, and also after 
such things have happened and when they are about to happen; these 
include yielding one’s body, or acquiescing in shameful practices, and 
being violated is among them. Yielding to dissipation can be both will- 
ing and unwilling, though yielding to force is unwilling; submitting 
without resisting comes from unmanliness or cowardice. 

These things, then, and things of these sorts, are what people are 
ashamed of, and since shame is an imagining involving disrepute, and 
is felt for the sake of that very thing rather than for any consequences, 
and since no one cares about an opinion except on account of those 
who hold the opinion, then necessarily shame is felt in relation to those 
whom people have regard for; and they have regard for those who 
admire them, those whom they admire, those by whom they want to 
be admired, those toward whom they feel rivalry, and those whose 
opinion they do not have disdain for. And people want to be admired 
by, and admire, all those who have anything good that is highly 
prized, or those who are just the ones who have control of anything 
they themselves feel an overwhelming need for, as lovers do; they 
feel rivalry toward those like themselves; and they respect as truth- 
ful the opinions of people with good judgment, such as their elders 
and educated people. And things that happen in front of people’s 
eyes and out in the open cause more shame (from which comes the 
proverb about embarrassment” being in the eyes); this is why people 
feel more ashamed before those who will always be around them and 
those who watch over them, because they are under their eyes in both 


119 The word is aidés, an attitude of modest respect for the opinion or the privacy 
of others, as opposed to the burning shame felt at one’s own ugly behavior implied 
by aischuné. The proverb, as found in a fragment from Euripides’ Cresphontes, more 
likely refers to an inability to meet the eyes of someone before whom one feels 
embarrassed. 
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cases. And people are more ashamed in the presence of those who 
are not culpable on the same grounds, since it is apparent that they 
look at things the opposite way; and in the presence of those who do 
not have a forgiving attitude toward apparent offenders, since it is 
said that no one is indignant at his neighbors about those things that 
he himself does, so it is clear that what he does get indignant about 
are things he does not do; and in the presence of those who tend to 
broadcast things to many others, since there is no difference between 
not talking about something and not thinking it worth talking about. 
The people who do broadcast others’ faults are those who have suf- 
fered injustice, from being on their guard against it, and those who 
are malicious gossips, since, if they even talk about people who have 
done no wrong, all the more will they talk about those who have. And 
people are more ashamed in the presence of those whose pastime 
is to dwell on the faults of their neighbors, the way jokesters and 
comic poets do, since they too, in a way, are spreaders of malicious 
gossip. They are also more ashamed in the presence of those they 
have never disappointed, since the position they occupy is the same 
as being admired, and this is why they feel shame toward those who 
are asking them for anything for the first time, since they have never 
yet gained a bad reputation among them for anything; this is the case 
with people just now wanting to be one’s friends (since they have only 
seen one’s best side, which is what was good about Euripides’ reply 
to the Syracusans””’), and also applies to those old acquaintances who 
are not aware of any faults. 

People feel shame not only at the aforementioned shameful deeds 
themselves, but also at the signs of them, not only at engaging in sexual 
acts, for instance, but also at the signs of it, and they are ashamed not 
only of doing shameful things but even of talking about them. And 
they are ashamed not only in the presence of the people who have been 
described, but likewise in that of those who might make things known 
to them, such as their servants and friends. But they feel no shame 
at all around those whose reputation for being truthful they greatly 
disdain (since no one is ashamed around small children or animals), 
nor do they feel shame over the same things around acquaintances as 
around those they do not know, but over things that seem shameful 
on true grounds around acquaintances, and over things that seem 
that way according to convention around strangers. 

And it is when in the following situations that they themselves 
would feel shame: first, if any of those we said were the sort around 
whom people are ashamed were present with them. These were those 
admired by them, or who admire them, or by whom they want to be 
admired, or from whom they need some service they will not get if 
they are in disrepute. And these are either the ones who see them 


120 This is taken to refer to a caution to the Syracusans not to reject an alliance with 
the Athenians when they were just beginning to feel the need of their help. 
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(which was Cydias’s point in his speech to the assembly, about giving 
out land on Samos, when he insisted that the Athenians imagine the 
Greeks all standing around them ina circle, seeing and not just hearing 
how they voted), or such people as are nearby or will find out about it. 
This is why, at times when people are in misfortune, they do not want 
to be seen by those who look up to them, since these are their admir- 
ers. People would also feel shame whenever they have past deeds 
or acts of their own, or of their ancestors or any others with whom 
they have any close connection, on which they would bring disgrace, 
and generally on behalf of those on whom they themselves would 
bring shame; these include those mentioned as well as any people 
their own actions would be a reflection on, people whose teachers or 
advisors they have been, or any others like themselves there may be 
with whom they compete for honor, since many things that people 
do and refrain from doing come from feeling shame toward others 
of that sort. And they feel it more strongly when they are going to 
be seen and to go around openly with those who are aware of their 
shameful deeds. That is the reason the poet Antiphon, when he was 
about to be beaten to death at the order of Dionysius,’! seeing those 
who were to be executed with him hiding their faces as they went 
through the gates, said “Why are you hiding? Because one of these 
people might see you tomorrow?” 

These then are the observations that pertain to shame; as for 
shamelessness, it is obvious that we shall have plenty of material 
from their opposites. 


Chapter 7. 

Toward whom people have charity, on what occasions, and what 
condition they themselves are in, will be clear once we have defined 
charity.” So let a charitable act, in the sense in which people are 
said to have charity, be understood as service done for someone in 
need, with nothing in return and not so that there will be anything 
for oneself, but only for the other person. The charity will be great if 
that person is greatly in need, or needs important or difficult things, 
or on occasions of importance or difficulty, or if the one giving it is 
the only one or the first one to do so or gives it most. Needs are crav- 
ings, especially cravings for things that bring pain when they are not 
attained. And desires such as love are of this sort, as are the desires 


121 Tyrant of Syracuse, in Sicily. There are differing accounts of what Antiphon 
said to offend him. 


122 Thenouncharis can mean graciousness, a gracious act, or gratitude. At 1381b 35 
above it was translated “a favor” as between one friend and another. In this chapter it 
has to do with deciding when someone has or has not acted freely to relieve someone 
else’s need, so that, by implication, a jury or political assembly might be persuaded to 
treat them as they treat others. The emphasis on need seems to restrict it to charitable 
acts, within the wider class of favors and gracious gestures. 
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involved in distress or danger to the body, for a person in danger or in 
pain feels desire. This is why those who stand by someone in poverty 
or exile have shown charity even if they render only small services, 
like the person who gave someone a mat in the Lyceum, because of 
the magnitude of the need and occasion. It is necessary, then, that the 
service have reference to things of that same kind, or if not, to equal or 
greater ones. So since it is obvious for whom and on what occasions a 
charitable act is performed, and what condition those who perform it 
are in, it is clear that it is from these materials that arguments need to 
be prepared, showing that some people either are or have been in that 
sort of pain and need, and that others have been of service to them in 
some such way in such a time of need, or are being so. 

It is obvious too what would take the charitable motive out of 
something and make people uncharitable. It is either because they are 
performing or performed the service for their own sake (which is not 
what charity was), or because it fell out that way by chance, or compul- 
sion played a part in it, or because they were giving something back 
rather than simply giving it, whether they knew that or not—either 
way it is something in return for something, and in that case it could 
not be an act of charity. And it needs to be considered in all the ways 
a thing can be something, for an act of charity is what it is because of 
being either a particular thing, of a certain magnitude or a certain sort, 
or at a certain time or place. And it is a sign of being uncharitable if 
one has failed to do us some lesser service, or has done the same or 
equal or greater ones for our enemies, since it is clear that these are 
not for our sake either, or if he has done services knowing they are 
worthless, since no one admits to needing worthless things. 


Chapter 8. 

What pertains to being charitable and being uncharitable has been 
stated. Let us now speak of the sorts of things that arouse pity, who it 
is that people pity, and what condition they themselves are in when 
they do so. Let pity be understood as a certain pain at an apparent 
evil of a destructive or painful sort, when it strikes someone who 
does not deserve it, an evil which one might expect to suffer oneself, 
or that someone close to one might, and all this when it appears near 
at hand. For it is clear that someone who is going to feel pity must to 
begin with be the sort of person that he imagines could suffer some 
evil himself, or that someone close to him could, and an evil of such 
a kind as was stated in the definition, or one like it or pretty close to 
it. Hence people who have been completely ruined feel no pity (for 
they do not believe they can suffer anything more, since they have 
already suffered it), and neither do people who consider themselves 
to be at the pinnacle of happiness—they are insolent instead, for if 
they believe they are already in possession of all good things, this 
clearly includes an inability to suffer any evil, which is one of the good 
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things. People who do regard themselves as the sort who might suffer 
are those who have already suffered and come out of it; the elderly, 
on account of their judgment and experience; the weak, and even 
more so the more cowardly ones; the educated, since their reasoning 
is the best; those who have parents, children, or wives, since these 
are parts of themselves and vulnerable to suffering the things men- 
tioned; those who are not in a passionate state of a manly sort, such 
as anger or confidence (since these are reckless about the future), and 
not in an insolent disposition either (since they too are reckless about 
suffering anything) but in between the two,’ and not greatly afraid 
either. Those who are driven to distraction feel no pity because they 
are wrapped up in their own suffering. Also, to feel pity, one needs 
to believe there are some decent people, since one who believes there 
are none will think everyone is deserving of evil. In general, then, 
someone feels pity when he is disposed to recall that the same sorts 
of things have happened either to himself or to someone close to him, 
or to anticipate that they may happen to him or his. 

The condition people are in when they feel pity has been stated, 
and the things for which they have pity are evident from the definition: 
all painful and distressing things that bring destruction are pitiable, 
and all that bring any sort of ruin, and all evils of any magnitude for 
which chance is responsible. The things that are ruinous and destruc- 
tive are deaths, injuries and abuses to the body, old age, diseases, and 
starvation, and the evils for which chance is responsible include a lack 
or scarcity of friends (which is why it is a pitiful thing to be torn away 
from one’s friends and fellow countrymen), deformity, debility, loss 
of limbs, the turning up of any evil from a source from which some- 
thing good would be expected to arise, especially when such a thing 
happens repeatedly, the coming to pass of something good only after 
one has suffered (as when honors for Diopeithes from the Great King 
were delivered after he was dead), and either having nothing good at 
all come to pass or getting no enjoyment out of it once it has come. 

These and things like them, then, are the occasions on which 
people feel pity, and they have pity on those who are known to them, 
unless they are exceedingly close to their own household. About the 
latter, they are in the same condition as when those things are about 
to happen to themselves, which is why Amasis did not cry over his 
son when he was being led off to be killed, so people say, but did cry 
when he saw his friend begging, since that was pitiful but the other 
was horrifying. What is horrifying is a different thing from something 


123 The insolent disposition is cruel, and anger is a spirited reaction against inso- 
lence. The insolent person considers no one worthy of his pity, and the angry person 
considers the insolent one as having forfeited his claim to be worth any. 


124 The story is told in Herodotus’ History, HI, 14, not about Amasis, but about his 
son who succeeded him as King of Egypt. 
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pitiful; it drives out pity and is often felt’? as its opposite, since people 
no longer feel pity when the horrifying thing is near them. People 
pity those like themselves in age, in character, in specific states of 
character, in standing, and in family, for in all these cases there is a 
greater appearance of something that might also happen to them, since 
in general and here as well, one should grasp that whatever things 
people fear as applied to themselves, they pity when they happen 
to others. And since it is sufferings that appear near at hand that 
arouse pity, and those that are thousands of years away in the past or 
future, that people neither anticipate nor remember, they either feel 
no pity over at all or not in a similar way, it necessarily follows that 
those who enhance the effect by gestures, tone of voice, clothing, and 
histrionics in general are more pitiful. For they make the evil appear 
near at hand, putting it before the eyes as either imminent or recent, 
and things that have just happened or are just about to happen are 
more pitiful from the shortness of time. For the same reason, signs 
also make things more pitiful, such as the clothing, and anything 
else like that, of people who have suffered, and actions and words 
and anything else belonging to people in a state of suffering, such 
as those who are dying. And it is most pitiful of all when those who 
are in such a critical condition are people of serious stature. All these 
things make the pitiful element greater by appearing near at hand, 
both because of its being undeserved and because the suffering is 
appearing in sight of our eyes. 


Chapter 9. 

The feeling called righteous indignation is most exactly opposed 
to feeling pity, for compared to being pained at undeserved adversity, 
being pained at undeserved prosperity is in one manner its opposite, 
and it also stems from the same state of character. For both passions 
are marks of good character, since one ought to share the grief of 
those who fare badly without deserving it and pity them, and be 
indignant at those who fare well without deserving it, because it is 
unjust for something to happen contrary to what is deserved. Hence 
we attribute the feeling of righteous indignation even to the gods. 
And it might seem that envy too is in a certain manner the opposite 
of feeling pity, as though it were closely allied with or even the same 
as being indignant, but it is something different. For envy too is an 
agitated state of pain, and it is directed at prosperity, but not because 
the person is undeserving but just because he is one’s equal or is like 


125 The word is chrésimon which ordinarily means “useful”; the translation draws on 
a possible but unlikely meaning within the verb from which the adjective is derived. 
Iam not at all confident of having grasped Aristotle’s meaning, and the “not” in the 
following clause is not in the manuscripts, but inserted by Ross and other editors. My 
guess is that there is some way to construe the two clauses that would make sense of 
both anomalies, but I haven’t found it. 
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oneself. What needs to belong to all these feelings alike is that they 
do not refer to anything else that may happen to oneself but are felt 
toward one’s neighbor himself, since it would no longer be envy in 
the one case, or righteous indignation in the other, but fear, if the 
pain and agitation is present on account of feeling that there will be 
something bad for oneself as a result of the prosperity of the other 
person. And it is clear that feelings of a contrary sort will go along 
with these. For someone who is pained by those who undeservedly 
suffer adversity will be pleased or at least not pained at those who 
suffer adversity the opposite way; no honest person, for example, 
would be pained when those who commit patricide or other bloody 
murders meet with punishment, since one ought to rejoice at such 
things, the same way one would when people do well in accord 
with what they deserve. For both things are just and make a decent 
person rejoice, since he must hope that what happens to someone 
like him will happen to him as well. And all these feelings are marks 
of the same state of character, while their opposites are marks of the 
opposite state, since the same person who is envious is also mali- 
cious, because someone who is pained when something happens or 
is present must necessarily be happy when that same thing is lost or 
destroyed. Hence all these things are blockages to pity, even though 
they differ for the reasons mentioned, so that all of them alike can be 
used to make things not be pitied. 

So let us speak first about feeling righteous indignation, who it 
is people feel it toward, on what occasions, and the condition they 
themselves are in when they feel it, and then speak of the other feel- 
ings after that. And what has been said makes the matter clear, for if 
feeling righteous indignation is being pained at someone who appears 
to be prospering without deserving to, it is obvious first of all that 
it is not possible to be indignant at all good things, since if someone 
is just or courageous, or acquires any virtue, no one is going to be 
indignant at that (since people are not pitied for the opposites of these 
attributes either), but at riches and political power and things of that 
sort, things which, to put it simply, good people and people who by 
nature have such goods as high birth, beauty, and that sort of thing are 
deserving of. And since what is of long standing has an appearance 
somewhat close to what is natural, as between those who possess the 
same good thing, people necessarily feel more indignation at those 
who happen to have newly attained it and are prospering on account 
of it. For those who are newly rich cause more annoyance than those 
who have been rich a long time and on account of their family, and 
similarly with those who have ruling offices, those who are powerful, 
those who have many friends, or who are fortunate in their children 
and anything else of that sort. And it is similar if some other good 
thing comes to them on account of those. For here too the new rich 
are more annoying than the old rich, when they gain ruling positions, 
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and similarly in the other cases. The reason is that the one sort seem 
to have things that are properly theirs while the other sort do not, 
since something that has always appeared a certain way seems true, 
with the result that other people are thought to have things they are 
not entitled to. And since each good thing is not deserved by just any 
random person, but there is a certain proportion and something fitting 
in things (as for instance beauty of weapons is fitting for a courageous 
person rather than for a just person, and distinguished marriages are 
fitting for the well-born rather than for the newly rich), if someone 
who is good does not attain what is fitting, that is something to be 
indignant about. So too when a lesser person gets into contention 
with a greater one, especially among those with the same distinction, 
which is why the following” was said, 


He steered clear of battle with Telamonian Ajax, 
For Zeus would have been indignant with him if he fought 
with a better man. 


So, too, if the distinction is not the same and a lesser person contends 
with someone who is greater in any respect whatever, say a musician!” 
with a just person, since justice is a greater excellence than music. 

It is clear from these things, then, who it is people are indignant 
with and what their reasons are, since they are these and others like 
them. People are inclined to be indignant if they themselves happen 
to be worthy of the greatest goods or happen to possess them, since 
it is not a just thing for those unlike them to be considered worthy 
of goods like theirs; and secondly if they happen to be good and of 
serious excellence, because that means they judge things well and 
hate injustices; also if they are ambitious and crave certain positions, 
especially when they are ambitious for those positions that others 
have attained without deserving. In general, those who believe that 
they themselves are worthy of things that others are unworthy of 
are inclined to be indignant toward those people about those things. 
Hence slavish, worthless, and unambitious people are not inclined 
to be indignant, since there is nothing they believe themselves to be 
worthy of. And it is evident from the foregoing discussion what sort 
of people it is about whom one ought to be happy, or at least not 
distressed, when they are unfortunate, fare badly, and fail to attain 
things, since the opposites of the things mentioned are clear from 
them. Hence if the speech puts the judges into this attitude, and shows 
that those who expect to be pitied, and the things they expect to be 


126 The first line is Iliad XI, 542; the second is not in any manuscripts we have, but 
may have been part of an ancient oral tradition. 


127 The word mousikos could also mean someone refined or cultured, educated 
in the arts inspired by the Muses. One might imagine a modern example of a liter- 
ary celebrity criticizing a public figure noted for personal integrity over a matter of 
public policy. 
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pitied for, are unworthy to get any and deserve to get none, it makes 
it impossible for the judges to have pity on them. 


Chapter 10. 

It is also clear on what occasions people feel envious and of whom, 
and what condition they are in, if envy is a certain pain at the prosper- 
ity of those like oneself in regard to the good things mentioned, not 
in order to get anything for onself but just because they have it. The 
sort of people who will feel envy are the ones for whom there are, 
or appear to be, others like themselves, and by “like” I mean in race, 
family, age, traits of character, reputation, and possessions, and who 
are little short of having it all, which is why those who perform great 
deeds and enjoy good fortune are still envious, because they believe 
everyone is taking things that are theirs, and who are honored for any 
great distinction, and especially for wisdom or happiness. Ambitious 
people are more envious than unambitious ones, and so are those 
who consider themselves wise, since they are ambitious in regard to 
wisdom. In general, those who are desirous of reputation for anything 
are envious about that, and so are small-souled people, since every- 
thing seems great in comparison to themselves. The good things that 
make people feel envy have been stated: deeds and possessions in 
regard to which people are desirous of reputation or of honor or crave 
glory, and whatever things good fortune brings, are pretty much all 
sources of envy, especially the ones people themselves either crave 
or believe they ought to have, or the ones that put them a little ahead 
or a little behind others according to who possesses them. 

And it is obvious who it is that people envy, since this has been 
stated along the way. They envy those near them in time, place, age, 
and reputation; hence it has been said’ 


Kinship knows how to envy too. 


They also envy those they feel rivalry with, since they feel it with the 
people who have been mentioned, while no one feels rivalry with 
people who are thousands of years away, or people of the future, or 
with the dead, or with those at the Pillars of Heracles,!” or with those 
who they think of as far below in comparison with them or with others, 
or far beyond them, and they feel envy toward them in the same way 
and about the same sorts of things. And since people feel rivalry with 
their competitors, their rivals in love, and generally with those who 
are striving for the same things, it is necessarily these whom they envy 
most, the very thing meant by “potter versus potter.” And people 
envy those whose acquisitions or accomplishments are an unfavor- 


128 Ina fragment from Aeschylus. 
129 The boundaries of the Straits of Gibraltar, an idiom for the edge of the world. 
130 See 1381b 16 and note. 
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able reflection on them (and these are people near them and similar 
to them), since it is obviously their own fault that they do not attain 
what is good, and the consequent pain over this produces envy; and 
those who either have or have acquired those things that would be 
appropriate for them to have, or that they once possessed, which is 
why older people envy younger ones. And those who have spent a 
lot envy those who have spent little for the same things. And those 
who have attained something with difficulty or failed to attain it envy 
those who have attained it quickly. And it is clear on what occasions 
such people are happy, what people they are happy about, and what 
condition they are in, since the condition that makes them feel pain 
is the same condition that makes them feel pleasure at the opposite 
things. So if those who make the decision have themselves been 
brought into this condition, and those who expect to be pitied or to 
get something good are the sorts of people who have been described, 
it is clear that they will get no pity. 


Chapter 11. 

What the condition is of people who feel emulation, what sorts of 
things it involves, and whom it is felt toward are evident from what 
follows. For if emulation is a certain pain at the apparent presence, 
with people of a nature like one’s own, of good things held in honor 
and possible to get for oneself, not because they belong to someone 
else but because they do not belong to oneself as well (which is why 
emulation is a decent passion of decent people, while envy is a base 
passion of base people, since the former sort of person, led by emula- 
tion, makes himself attain good things, but the latter sort, led by envy, 
makes his neighbor lose them), then it is necessarily those who regard 
themselves worthy of good things they do not possess who tend to 
feel emulation (and for things it is possible for them to get, since no 
one regards himself as worthy of things that appear impossible). It 
follows that the young and those with great souls’ are of this sort. 
And so are those who have the sorts of good things that honored men 
deserve, which include riches, a multitude of friends, ruling positions, 
and things of that kind, for in the belief that it is the proper thing for 
them to be good people, they feel emulation for the sorts of good 
things that properly belong to those who maintain a state of good- 


131 Greatness of soul (megalopsuchia) was a term in common use for anyone with 
an attitude of lofty superiority or disdain for petty concerns. In Bk. IV, Chap. 3, of 
the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle elevates it to the status of a major virtue, in those 
who rightly regard themselves as worthy of great things. In another work (Posterior 
Analytics 97b 14-26), he names Socrates and Achilles as great-souled men. The opposite 
vice of smallness of soul is mentioned above at 1384a 4. 
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ness.” Also, those whom others regard as worthy of something, and 
whose ancestors or kinspeople, or households, or race, or city are held 
in esteem for something, feel emulation for those things, since they 
think of them as being their own and regard themselves as worthy 
of them. And if it is good things held in esteem that are the objects of 
emulation, then necessarily the virtues are of this sort, and everything 
that is of benefit and service to others (since people honor those who 
perform such services and who are good), as well as all those good 
things one’s neighbors get enjoyment out of—riches and beauty, for 
example, rather than health. 

It is obvious too who it is people feel emulation toward, since it 
is those who have the things they feel emulation for and other things 
of a similar kind. These are the things that have been mentioned, 
such as courage, wisdom, and a ruling position (since rulers have the 
power to do good to many people, as do generals, rhetoricians, and 
everyone with that sort of power). Also emulated are those whom 
many people want to be like, or with whom many people want to be 
acquaintances or friends, or whom many people admire, or whom 
one admires oneself, and those about whom praises or eulogies are 
written by either poets or speechwriters. But people feel contempt 
for the opposite types, for contempt is the opposite of emulation, and 
looking down on someone is the opposite of looking up in emulation. 
And those who are in such a condition as to feel emulation for anyone 
or to be emulated must necessarily be contemptuous of those who 
have the bad attributes opposed to the goods ones that are emulated, 
for those reasons; this is why people often have contempt for those 
who are fortunate, when fortune comes to them in the absence of any 
of the good attributes held in esteem. 

So those things by which the passions arise and are dispelled, 
from which the means of persuasion concerning them are derived, 
have been stated. 


Chapter 12. 

As for the kinds of people there are in respect to their characters, 
let us go over them next, in relation to passions, states of character, 
ages, and fortunes. By passions I mean anger, desire, and the sorts of 
things we have been discussing; by states of character, virtues and 
vices, and in connection with these, the sorts of things each type of 
person chooses and the ways they are inclined to act were stated ear- 
lier. The ages are youth, the prime of life, and old age; and by fortune 
I mean good birth, riches, political power, and their opposites, and 
good and bad fortune in general. 


132 This cumbersome sentence seems to mean that even those who have all the 
advantages of birth and fortune aspire to live up to them, and to achieve the outward 
signs that they have done so. One may think of contemporary billionaires who seek 
to become as well known for philanthropy as for wealth. 
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Now the characters of young people are dominated by desires, and 
they are the sort who do whatever they desire. Among bodily desires, 
they are especially apt to be led by the desire for sex, and are unable 
to control it, but they are changeable and fussy in their desires, and 
though they desire things intensely, those desires quickly cease (for 
their wants are sharp but not extensive, like the thirsts and hungers 
of sick people). Spirited and quickly provoked, they are the sort who 
follow the promptings of anger, and they are overpowered by their 
spiritedness; for due to their love of honor, they cannot bear to be 
belittled, and lose their tempers whenever they imagine they have 
been treated unjustly. And while they love honor, they love winning 
more (for youthfulness desires pre-eminence, and winning is a sort of 
pre-eminence), and both of these more than they love money (for as 
Pittacus’s quip to Amphiarus has it, they love money least who have 
not yet made the acquaintance of need). And they are apt to think 
well rather than badly of people, because they have not yet witnessed 
much depravity; they are also trusting, because they have not yet been 
deceived much, and filled with expectations, because the young are 
as overheated by nature as others are by drinking wine, and because, 
along with that, of not having experienced failure much. And they live 
in hope most of the time, since hope is for the future as memory is of 
bygone times, and for the young there is a lot of future and a short 
time gone by; for when life’s day begins, there is nothing to remember 
and everything to hope for. And by reason of what has been said they 
are easily deceived (since they easily give way to hope), and more 
courageous as well (because they are spirited, which makes them 
not be afraid, and hopeful, which makes them have confidence, since 
no one is afraid when he is angry, and the hope of a good outcome 
is a source of confidence). They are also given to shame (since they 
have been educated only by conventional opinions, and they do not 
yet envision beautiful deeds of any other sort), and to greatness of 
soul (because they have not yet been humbled by life, and have not 
experienced necessities, and thinking oneself worthy of great things 
is greatness of soul, and this is the way a hopeful person thinks). 

They prefer to perform beautiful deeds rather than advantageous 
ones, because they live by character more than by reasoning, and 
reasoning has to do with what is advantageous, while virtue has to 
do with what is beautiful. They love having friends and companions 
more than those at other stages of life do, because they enjoy sharing 
their lives with them and do not yet decide on anything with a view 
to advantage, and hence not on friends either. They err on the side of 
excess and overenthusiasm in all things, contrary to Chilon’s motto’? 


133 “Nothing too much.” This was one of the sayings carved on the temple of 
Apollo at Delphi, along with “Know thyself.” Like Pittacus, mentioned above in this 
chapter, and Bias, mentioned in the next, Chilon was one of the ancients the Greeks 
called the Seven Sages. 
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(for they do “everything too much”—they love too much and hate 
too much and are the same way about everything else). They believe 
they know everything and are completely sure about it all (which is 
also responsible for the “everything too much”). The injustices they 
commit are due to insolence, not malice. They are full of pity because 
they assume all people are honest and better than they are (for they 
measure their neighbors by their own lack of malice and hence pre- 
sume them to be undeserving of suffering). They love laughing, and 
therefore love being witty, for wittiness is educated insolence. 


Chapter 13. 

Such, then, is the character of the young, and in most respects those 
who are older and past their prime have characters that are made up of 
attributes pretty much the opposite of theirs. For just by having lived 
many years and having been deceived and mistaken more often, and 
because the greater part of human affairs are in a sorry state, they are 
not certain about anything and are less impressed with everything 
than one ought to be. They have beliefs, but do not know anything, 
and because of their doubts they always add “maybe” or “perhaps,” 
and everything they say is like that; nothing is positively asserted. 
And they are malicious, for it is maliciousness to assume the worst 
about everything. Their distrust makes them suspect the worst, and 
they are distrustful because of their experience. For those reasons too, 
they neither love nor hate with much vigor, but following the advice of 
Bias, they love like people who are going to hate and hate like people 
who are going to love. They are small-souled on account of having 
been humbled by life, for they desire nothing great or out of the ordi- 
nary, but only the things that sustain life. And they are stingy, since 
property is one of the necessities, and they know by experience how 
hard it is to get and at the same time, how easy it is to lose. And they 
are cowardly and afraid of everything before it happens, since their 
constitution is the opposite of that of the young: they are chilled while 
the latter are heated, so that the old age paves the way to cowardice 
because fear is also a kind of chill. They love life, the more so on its 
last days because desire is for what is absent and what people lack is 
what they desire most. And their self-love is greater than it ought to 
be, for this too is a certain smallness of soul. And they live with a view 
to what is advantageous rather than to what is beautiful more so than 
one should, on account of being lovers of self. For the advantageous 
is good for oneself while the beautiful is good simply. And they are 
shameless rather than inclined toward shame, for since they do not 
have as much concern for the beautiful as for the advantageous, they 
pay no heed to the way things seem. And they hardly ever hope for 
anything, because of their experience (for the greater part of what 
happens is a sorry lot, since most things turn out for the worse) and 
also because of their cowardice. 
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They live in memory rather than in hope, for what remains of their 
life is short while what has gone by is long, and hope is for the future 
while memory is of bygone things. This is the very reason they are so 
excessively talkative, since they spend their time talking about the past 
because their pleasure comes from remembering. Their fits of temper 
are sharp but without strength, and their desires have either left off 
or lost strength, so that they neither feel desire nor act in accordance 
with it, but for gain. This is the reason people of that age give the 
appearance of being temperate, because their desires have slackened 
and they are enslaved to gain. And they live more by reasoning than 
in accord with character, since reasoning is concerned with what is 
advantageous and character with virtue. The injustices they commit 
come from malice, not from insolence. The old are inclined toward 
pity too, but not for the same reasons as the young; the latter are so 
from love of humanity, but the former from weakness, because they 
believe themselves to be close to suffering all kinds of things, and this 
was something that disposes people to pity. As a consequence, they 
are full of complaints, and they are not witty and do not love to laugh, 
since a complaining temperament is the opposite of a jolly one. Such 
are the characters of the young and the elderly, so since everyone is 
open to speeches addressed to his own sort of character and to people 
like himself, it is not unclear how people make use of speeches to give 
themselves and the things they say that sort of appearance. 


Chapter 14. 

For those in the prime of life, it is obvious that their character will 
be in between those of the other two ages; they eliminate the excess, 
and are neither greatly confident (for sucha thing is indicative of rash- 
ness) nor overly fearful, but hold a beautiful position with respect to 
both, not trusting everyone and not distrusting everyone either, but 
judging instead by the truth of the situation, and living with a view 
not to what is beautiful or what is advantageous alone but to both, 
and not to what is thrifty or what is wasteful but to what is fitting, 
and likewise in respect to spiritedness and desire, their temperance 
is combined with courage and their courage with temperance. For in 
the young and the old these are separated, since young people are 
courageous and self-indulgent while the elderly are temperate and 
cowardly. Speaking in a general way, whatever advantages youth and 
old age have in separation, they have paired together, and in what- 
ever respects the other two ages are excessive or deficient, they hold 
the mean and fitting position between them. But while the body is at 
its peak from the age of thirty to thirty-five, the soul reaches its peak 
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about one year short of fifty." So let this much be said about youth, 
old age, and the prime of life, and the sorts of character each has. 


Chapter 15. 

Next in order, let us speak about the goods that come from fortune, 
in particular those among them through which states of character turn 
out to be of certain sorts in human beings. Now an aspect of character 
in someone who has had a good birth is to be more ambitious for 
honor; for whenever anything is present, it is the usual practice for all 
people to accumulate more of it, and good birth is a legacy of honor 
from one’s ancestors. Another character trait is to be contemptuous 
even of people similar to one’s ancestors because the same things are 
held in higher honor and are easier to brag about when they happened 
farther back than when near the present. But while a good birth is 
one that results from the virtue of one’s family, nobility results from 
not degenerating from that nature, and this is exactly what does not 
happen for the most part with those who are well born, most of whom 
are, instead, second-rate people. For in the generations of men, just as 
in what is brought forth by the earth, there is a certain harvest, and 
sometimes, when the stock is good, extraordinary men are produced 
for some time, and then things go back the other way. Gifted families 
degenerate into types of character marked more by mental instability, 
as were the decendants of Alcibiades and the elder Dionysius, while 
solidly reliable ones turn flighty or turn into sluggards, as did those 
of Cimon, Pericles, and Socrates. 


Chapter 16. 

The traits of character that go with riches are right on the surface 
for all to see; for being affected in some way by the possession of 
riches, people become insolent and haughty, since they have the atti- 
tude that they have everything that is good. Riches are some sort of 
valuation of the worth of other things, and so everything appears to 
be for sale in exchange for it. Rich people are extravagant and osten- 
tatious: extravagant on account of luxury and the flaunting of their 
happiness, and ostentatious in bad taste because all people are in the 
habit of spending their time with what they love and admire, and 
because they suppose that other people are eager for the same things 
they are. At the same time, they come by this opinion reasonably, 
since lots of people are in need of what they have. This is the reason 
for what was said by Simonides to the wife of Hiero about the wise 


134 These ages bear an interesting relation to those given by Socrates in Bk. VII 
of Plato’s Republic (537E-540B) in his program for the education of the guardians 
of a city. The years from thirty to thirty-five are assigned to strenuous and intense 
participation in dialectic (as a counterpart to gymnastic training for the body), to be 
followed by a period of service to the city through age forty-nine, after which the 
candidate is ready for the completion of a philosophic education before taking a turn 
as one of the rulers. 
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and the rich when she asked whether it was better to become rich or 
wise: “Rich,” he said, since, he said, one sees the wise spending their 
time at the doors of the rich.’ Rich people also believe they deserve 
to rule, since they believe they have the things that make someone 
deserve to rule. The sum of the matter is that the character of a rich 
person is that of a fortunate fool. But there is a difference in their 
characters between those who have newly acquired riches and those 
who have been rich a long time: the newly rich have all the vices to 
a greater extent and in a worse form. It is just as if the newly rich 
person is uneducated about riches. The injustices the rich commit are 
not from malice, but in some cases from a tendency to be insolent, in 
others from an inclination to self-indulgence, which lead them, for 
instance, to assault or adultery. 


Chapter 17. 

With power too, most of the character traits are similarly pretty 
obvious. For power has some of the same ones as riches, and some 
better ones. For powerful people are more ambitious and more manly 
in their characters than rich people, since they aspire to those actions 
their power gives them the opportunity to perform, and they are more 
energetic on account of being in a position of responsibility, forced 
to look out for what affects their power. And they are dignified but 
not grave, for their rank gives them dignity enough, and so they are 
moderate about it, and dignity is a mild and graceful gravity. If they 
commit injustices they are no petty criminals but villains on a grand 
scale. 

Good fortune in its separate forms contains the character traits of 
the people described (for the gifts of fortune that are thought to be 
the greatest tend in these directions), and in addition, good fortune 
makes one better off in regard to good children and good attributes 
of body. And while people are more arrogant and inconsiderate as a 
result of good fortune, one of the best character traits there is accom- 
panies it, because such people are devout and have a special regard 
for the divine power, trusting it because of the things that have come 
to them from fortune. 

So the things that pertain to the character traits that go with age 
and fortune have been stated, for the ones opposite to those mentioned 
are obvious from their opposites, such as the character of someone 
poor or unfortunate or powerless. 


Chapter 18. 

So, seeing as how the use of persuasive speeches is aimed at a 
judgment (for there is no further need of a speech about things we 
know and have made a judgment about), and this is the case even if 


135 Simonides was a poet and was considered wise; Hiero was a tyrant and was 
definitely rich. 
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the one using the speech is giving an exhortation or warning to a single 
person, the way people do when advising or persuading someone (for 
that one person is nonetheless a judge, since whoever it is one needs to 
persuade is, to put it simply, a judge), and this is just as much the case 
whether one is speaking against opponents or against a proposition 
(for it is necessary to use the speech and refute the opposing arguments 
against which one is making it the same way as against an opposing 
speaker), and the case is the same even in speeches made for display 
(for the speech is composed with reference to the spectator just as 
for a judge, even though in general the only one who is a judge in an 
unqualified sense is someone judging the questions people bring into 
civic proceedings, where he is seeking to resolve how things stand 
with the facts in dispute or the proposals about which they are delib- 
erating), and the types of character involved in advisory speeches in 
different forms of government have been spoken of earlier, the ways 
and means by which speeches need to be made suited to the listener’s 
characters may be regarded as having been marked out. 

And since there was a different end in view for each class of 
speeches, and opinions and premises concerning all of them have been 
collected from which those who are giving advice, making displays, or 
disputing opponents draw their means of persuasion, and materials 
from which it is possible to make those speeches suited to the listener’s 
characters have been collected as well, and the distinctions that pertain 
to these have been made, what remains for us to do is to go through 
the topics common to them all. For it is necessary for all speakers to 
make additional use in their speeches of the matter of what is possible 
or impossible, and to try to show either that something will happen or 
that it has happened. Also, what has to do with magnitude is a topic 
common to all speeches, since everyone makes use of understating or 
exaggerating things in giving speeches of advice, of praise or blame, 
and of accusation or defense. And after these things have been deter- 
mined, let us try to say anything we can about enthymemes in general, 
and about examples, so that, once the remaining matters have been 
added, we may provide what was proposed at the beginning. And 
among the common topics, the one most appropriate to speeches for 
display is exaggeration, as has been said; for courtroom speeches it is 
the topic of the past (since the judgment concerns past matters), and 
for advisory speeches it is that of the possible and the future. 


Chapter 19. 

First, then, let us speak about what is possible and impossible. 
Now if it is possible for one thing either to be or to come to be, its 
opposite would also seem to be possible; for instance, if it is possible 
for a human being to become healthy, it is also possible for him to 
get sick, since the same potency belongs to the opposite things, in the 
respect in which they are opposite. And if one thing is possible, then 
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so is something like it; and if a more difficult thing is possible, then 
so is an easier one. And if it is possible for a thing of great stature or 
beauty to come into being, it is also possible for that kind of thing to 
come into being in general, since it is more difficult for there to be a 
beautiful house than just a house. And if it is possible for the begin- 
ning of something to come into being, then the end is also possible, 
since no impossible thing can come into being or even begin coming 
into being; for the commensurability of the diagonal" could no more 
begin to come to be than come to be. And if the end is possible, the 
beginning is as well, since all things come into being from a begin- 
ning. And if it is possible for something more advanced in being or in 
generation to come into being, then something earlier in the process 
is also possible; for instance, if a man can come into being, a child 
can too (since that comes earlier in the process), but also if a child can 
come into being, a man can too (since the child is also a beginning). 
And things for which love or desire is present by nature are possible, 
since, for the most part no one loves or desires impossible things. And 
if there is a knowledge or art about some type of things, it is also pos- 
sible for those things to be or come to be.'*” And all those things are 
possible whose source of coming into being is in people whom we 
can compel or persuade, those, namely, over whom we have power 
or authority or whose friends we are. And if the parts of something 
are possible, so too is the whole, and for the most part, if the whole is 
possible, so too are its parts; for if the front, top, and sides can come 
into being then so can a pair of shoes, and if the shoes, then a front, 
top, and sides as well. And if a whole general class consists of things 
capable of coming into being, then a specific form of it can come into 
being as well, and if the form, then also the class; if, for instance, a 
ship can come into being then so can a battleship, and if a battleship, 
then also a ship. And if one of two things naturally related to each 
other is possible, so is the other; for example, if the double is possible, 
so is the half, and if the half, the double as well. And if something 
is capable of coming into being without art and preparation, all the 
more will it be possible by art and attentiveness, which is also why 
it was said by Agathon, 


While there are surely some things we have to do by art, 
Others just come to us from necessity and luck. 


136 Theincommensurability of the side and diagonal of a square was demonstrated 
by the Pythagoreans. It is Aristotle’s usual example of a logical impossibility, used 
here merely as a negative illustration for arguments about practical possibilities. If 
someone claimed, for example, that there can be no democracy in a certain region 
of the world, the fact that formation of a democratic government had begun there 
would be sufficient proof that such a thing is not outside the realm of possibility. True 
impossibilities could never make the slightest appearance. 


137 Ifa charlatan claimed to have some special knowledge or art, this would be a 
way of refuting his claim, if he could produce no evidence of results. 
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And if something is possible for those who are less skilled, weaker, or 
less intelligent to do, all the more is it possible for those who are their 
opposites, as Isocrates also said that it would be a terrible thing if he 
himself would be be unable to find out something when Euthynus 
had learned it. And it is clear that what pertains to the impossible is 
there to be seen from the opposites of the things mentioned. 

Whether something has happened needs to be considered from the 
following points. First, if something with less of a nature to happen 
has happened, then something with more of such a nature would have 
happened too. And if something that usually happens later in a process 
has happened, then what is usually earlier has happened; if someone 
has forgotten something, for example, he also at one time learned it. 
And if someone was able and willing to do something, he did it, since 
all people, when they want to do something they have the ability to 
do, put it into action, since there is nothing standing in the way. The 
same thing is the case if someone wanted to do something and nothing 
external prevented it, if he was able to do it and was angry," or if he 
was able to do it and desired it; since for the most part, what people 
desire to do, they do, if they are able to—the worse sort from lack of 
self-control and the decent ones because their desires are for decent 
things. And if someone was intending something, then he also did it, 
since the likelihood is that someone intending to do something does 
it. And if all those things have happened that naturally either lead 
to or are for the sake of something, that thing too has happened; for 
example, if there was lightning there was also thunder, and if someone 
has made attempts to do something, he has done it. And if all those 
things have happened that naturally come later in a process or are the 
things for the sake of something happens, then what comes earlier or 
is for the sake of the latter has also happened; for example, if there 
was thunder there was also lightning, and if someone did something, 
he has also made attempts. Of all these things, some happen this 
way by necessity and others for the most part. And what pertains to 
something’s not having happened is obvious from the opposites of 
the things mentioned. 

What has to do with what will happen in the future is also clear 
from the same points. For what is in someone’s power and wish will 
happen, as will those things that are in one’s desire or anger or rea- 
soning, combined with the power to do them, when there is also an 
impulse or intention to do them, since, for the most part, it is the things 
one intends that happen, rather than the things one does not intend. 
And if all the things that naturally happen earlier in a process have 
happened, so will what is naturally later, as when clouds gather, it is 
likely to rain. And if what is for the sake of something has happened, 


138 This is the first explicit indication that the topic of this whole paragraph is 
intended to apply to speeches in a courtroom, as Aristotle mentioned at the end of 
the preceeding chapter. 
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that thing is likely to come into being too, as if there is a foundation, 
there will also be a house. 

What has to do with greatness and smallness among actions, 
the greater and the lesser, and large and small matters in general, is 
obvious from things said by us above. For in the section on advisory 
speeches, there was a discussion of the magnitude of goods, and of 
what is greater and lesser simply, so since for each kind of speeches, 
the end set before it is a good, in the form of the advantageous, the 
beautiful, or the just, it is clear that arguments for exaggeration need 
to be taken from those materials by all speakers. To seek to go further 
beyond these things on the subject of magnitude and excess taken 
simply is to waste words, for in matters of action it is the particulars 
more than the universals that are decisive to the business at hand. 

Let these things be said on the subject of the possible and impos- 
sible and whether something has or has not happened or will or will 
not happen, and also about greatness and smallness among actions. 


Chapter 20. 

What concerns the means of persuasion common to all speeches 
remains to be discussed, now that the particular topics have been 
spoken of. And the common means of persuasion are two in kind: 
example and enthymeme (for a maxim’ is a part of an enthymeme). 
So let us speak first about example, since an example is similar to 
an induction and an induction is a starting point. Examples are of 
two forms; one form of example is to describe events that have hap- 
pened in the past, and one is to make them up oneself. Of the latter, 
one kind are analogies and another are fables, such as those of Aesop 
and the Libyan ones. A stating of facts is some such thing as if one 
were to say that it is necessary to make preparations against the King 
and not allow him to get his hands on Egypt, because in earlier times 
Darius did not cross the sea until he had taken Egypt, but did cross 
once he had taken it, and again Xerxes did not make his attack until 
he had taken it, and did cross over after he had taken it, so that if this 
King takes it too, he will cross over, and hence this is something that 
cannot be tolerated. An analogy is the sort of argument Socrates used, 
as if someone were to say that people chosen by lot ought not to be 
rulers," since that would be the same sort of thing as if one chose 
athletes by lot, not the ones with the ability to compete but whoever 
won the lottery, or if whichever one of the sailors one chose by lot 
had to steer the ship, as if it had to be the lottery winner and not the 
one with knowledge. 


139 Discussed in Chapter 21 below. 
140 See 1356b 1 and note. 


141 See 1365b 31-32. Socrates elaborates the “ship of state” analogy in Plato's 
Republic, 488A. 
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A fable is, say, that of Stesichorus about Phaleris or that of Aesop 
in defense of the demagogue. For when the people of Himera had 
chosen Phaleris as military dictator, and were about to give him a 
bodyguard, Stesichorus, after he had made his other arguments, told 
them a fable about how a horse had a meadow all to himself. When 
a stag came in and did a lot of damage to the pasture and the horse 
wanted to get revenge on the stag, he asked some man if he could 
join him in taking vengeance on the stag; the man said he would, on 
condition that the horse would take a bridle while he mounted on 
him holding javelins. When the horse agreed and the man climbed 
on him, instead of getting his revenge he himself became the man’s 
slave. “Now see that you too,” he said, “in your desire to get revenge 
on your enemies, do not suffer the same fate as the horse in the same 
way. For you have already taken the bridle by choosing a military 
dictator, and if you give him a bodyguard and let him climb up 
above you, you will at once become slaves to Phaleris.” And Aesop, 
addressing an assembly in Samos, on behalf of a demagogue facing 
a death sentence, said a fox who was crossing a river was swept into 
a cleft in the rocks, and being unable to get out, she was in a bad way 
for a long time and had a lot of dog-ticks on her. A hedgehog was 
wandering by and when he saw her he felt sorry for her, and asked 
if he should pull the ticks off her, but she would not let him. When 
he asked why, she said “because these ticks on me are already full 
and are drawing little blood, but if you take these away, other hungry 
ones will come along and drink off the rest of my blood.” “But, men of 
Samos, this man likewise is not doing you any more harm, now that 
he is rich, but if you put him to death, others will come who are poor 
and will ruin you by stealing what is left.” Fables are well suited to 
public speaking, and they have this good point, that while it is hard 
to find similar events that have happened in the past, it is easier to 
come up with fables. One ought to make them up in the same way as 
analogies, if one is able to see the point of similarity, and philosophic 
pursuits make it easier to do that very thing. But while the examples 
that come from fables are easier to provide, those that come from past 
events are more useful to deliberate on, since things in the future for 
the most part resemble those in the past. 

It is necessary to make use of examples as demonstration when 
one has no enthymemes (since persuasion comes from them), but as 
testimonies when one does have enthymemes, using the examples as a 
follow-up to them. When one puts them first, they seem like an induc- 
tion, but induction is not appropriate for rhetorical speeches except 
in a few cases, but when used as follow-ups they are like testimonies, 
and a witness is persuasive in every situation. Hence, too, when one 
puts them first it is necessary to state a number of them, but for one 
who puts it at the end, one example is sufficient, since a single solid 
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witness serves the purpose. How many forms of examples there are, 
then, and how and when they are to be used, have been stated. 


Chapter 21. 

As for speechmaking in maxims, once it has been said what a 
maxim is, it might best become clear on what subjects, when, and 
by whom it is appropriate for this style of speaking to be used in 
speeches.” A maxim is a declaration, but not one that concerns par- 
ticulars, such as the sort of person Iphicrates is, but a universal one, 
and not about all universal matters, for instance that what is straight 
is the opposite of what is bent, but about those things that actions 
are concerned with, and what is to be chosen or avoided in taking 
action; since, therefore, the sort of syllogism that concerns such mat- 
ters is an enthymeme, it is pretty much the case that the conclusions 
and premises of enthymemes, when taken out of the syllogism, are 
maxims. For example," 


No man who is right-thinking by nature should ever 
Let his children be educated to be outstandingly wise. 


That is a maxim; but when the reason and the “why” are added, the 
sum total is an enthymeme, as with, 


For apart from any other lazy inclination they acquire, 
They incur a resentful jealousy from their neighbors. 


And this, 
There is no man who is happy in all things, 

or this, 
There is no one among men who is free, 

is a maxim, but add the next line and it is an enthymeme, 
For he is a slave either to money or to fortune. 


So if a maxim is what has been described, there are necessarily 
four forms of maxim, since it will occur either with or without an 
addendum; the ones that need demonstration are all those that state 
something that goes against popular opinion or disputable, but those 
that have nothing against popular opinion in them lack addenda. 


142 “Maxim” is an old-fashioned word, as are the words “gnomic” and “senten- 
tious” which describe this way of packing weighty-sounding generalizations into 
pithy sentences, but the style of speechmaking is perennial. 


143 Most of the following examples are from Euripides, who does not use maxims 
more than Aeschylus or Sophocles, but is more likely to state a reason. The first two 
together are Medea 294-297, the third is a fragment from the lost play Stheneboea, the 
fourth and fifth are Hecuba 864-865, and the seventh is Trojan Women 1051. The sixth 
and ninth are sometimes attributed to Epicharmus, and the author of the eighth is 
unknown. 
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There are some among them that should necessarily have no adden- 
dum because it is already known, such as, 


The best thing for a man is to have his health; it seems 
that way to me anyway, 


since it appears that way to most people, and there are others that 
are evident as soon as they are stated to those who look at the matter, 
such as 


No one is a lover who does not always love. 


Of those with addenda, some are parts of enthymemes, like “No 
man who is right-thinking should...,” and others have the force of 
enthymemes without being parts of enthymemes.' These are the ones 
that people hold in especially high regard, and they are all those in 
which the reason for what is being said is made evident, as in 


Being mortal, do not keep an immortal anger going, 


For saying one ought not to keep it going is a maxim, but the addition 
“being mortal” is the reason why, and likewise with 


It is right for a mortal to think mortal thoughts, 
not immortal ones. 


How many forms of maxim there are, then, and for what sort of 
use each is fitted, are clear from what has been said. For on matters 
that are disputable or against popular opinion, it is not fitting for 
them to lack an addendum, but it is possible to put the addendum 
first and use the maxim as a conclusion (as if one were to say “Since 
one ought not to incur jealousy or be lazy, I say it behooves one not 
to get an education”), or to say that first and say the preceding part 
after it. With things that are not paradoxical obscurities, it is fitting 
for the reason to be added as concisely as possible. In such cases, even 
laconic" terseness or speaking in riddles is appropriate, as if one 
says what Stesichorus said to the Locrians, that they ought not to be 
insolent, lest their cicadas do their singing from the ground. Speak- 
ing in maxims is fitting for those more advanced in age, on matters 
in which one is experienced; hence it is as unsuitable for someone not 
of such an age to speak in maxims as to tell stories, and on matters in 
which one is inexperienced it is foolish and shows a lack of education. 


144 The four forms of maxim, then, are: lacking an added reason because it is already 
known, lacking one because it is self-evident as soon as stated, having one and stating 
it fully, and having one somehow incorporated in the maxim itself. 


145 This common word comes from the name of the region surrounding Sparta. In 
his Life of Lycurgus, Plutarch says the Spartans were brought up to make their speech 
like their swords, short and sharp. The following example, laconic in style though not 
Spartan in origin, may be more obscure to us than it would have been to Aristotle’s 
contemporaries, who would know well that cicadas sing in trees, and that armies that 
lay waste a city’s lands burn down all the trees. 
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A sufficient sign of this is that it is country bumpkins who are most 
given to making up maxims and quick to show them off. 
To speak in universal terms of what is not universal is most suited 
to bitter complaining and making things seem dreadful, either to 
start off with in these cases or after one has demonstrated the facts. 10 
One ought to use even overworked and clichéd maxims if they are to 
the point, since they seem to be right just by being clichés, as though 
everyone agreed with them; for instance,“ for someone exhorting 
troops to face a danger without favorable sacrifices, 


One bird-omen is best: to fight for the fatherland, 
or when they are the lesser force, 

The War God plays no favorites, 
or to wipe out even the innocent children of the enemy, 


Thoughtless as a child is he who leaves alive the sons 
of fathers slain. 


And some proverbs are also maxims, like the proverbial “Athenian 20 
next door.” And one ought to assert maxims even when they run 
counter to sayings that have taken on the status of public authority (by 
which I mean things like “Know thyself” and “Nothing too much”), 
whenever so doing is either going to make one’s character appear 
better or make one’s speech passionate. It is passionate, for example, 
if one should claim angrily, “It’s a lie that one should know oneself; 
if this man knew himself, anyway, he would never have considered 
himself fit to be a general.” It shows better character to say that one 
ought not, as people claim, to love as if they are going to hate, but 
instead to hate as if they are going to love. And one ought to make 
what one is choosing clear by the wording, or if not, to add the reason. 
One might say it this way: “It is not right to love the way people say, 
but as if one were always going to keep loving, since the other is the 30 
traitor’s way.” Or like this: “The saying is not to my liking, for a true 
friend ought to love as if he were always going to keep loving,” and 


146 The first two are from the Iliad, XII, 243 and XVIII, 309, the third, from the early 
poet Stasinus, was quoted at 1376a 7 above as a proverb. 

147 An expression from the Peloponnesian wars, for a dangerous neighbor. The 
implicit maxim would be something like: you can’t relax your guard with an Athe- 
nian next door. 
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“T don’t care for ‘Nothing too much’ either, for one ought to go to 
extremes in hating evils.” 

Maxims have one great benefit in speeches that comes from a 
lack of sophistication in its hearers, since they love it when someone 
speaking in universal terms hits upon opinions which they hold ina 
particular case. What I mean will be clear from the following, which 
will make clear at the same time how one ought to hunt for maxims. 
As was said, a maxim is a universal declaration, and people love it 
when something they already happen to assume about a particular 
case is stated universally. For instance, if anyone happened to be 
afflicted with worthless neighbors or children, he might be especially 
receptive to someone who says that there is nothing more annoying 
than neighbors, or nothing more foolhardy than having children, so 
one needs to guess'” what sorts of things they happen to have precon- 
ceived notions about, and then say something universal about them 
along those lines. So that is one use for speechmaking in maxims, 
and they have another, weightier use, because they make speeches 
reflect character. And those speeches in which a choice is evident have 
character in them. But all maxims do this because the person stating 
the maxim reveals the universal basis of his choices, so if the maxims 
are sound, they make the speaker appear as someone with a sound 
character." Concerning a maxim, then, what it is, how many forms 
of it there are, how it needs to be used, and what benefit it has, let 
these things have been said. 


Chapter 22. 

Let us speak in general about the way one ought to seek out 
enthymemes, and after that about their topics, since each of these 
discussions takes a different form. Now it was said above that an 
enthymeme is a syllogism, what manner of syllogism it is, and in 
what respect it differs from those in dialectical arguments. For the 
conclusion ought not to be drawn from far back or by taking in all 
the steps, since the former is unclear on account of its length and 


148 “Nothing too much” is Chilon’s motto; see note to 1389b 4. The cynical saying 
about loving and hating is Bias’s advice, mentioned at 1389b 23-25. The last suggestion 
of Aristotle in this paragraph is an ancestor (by way of Cicero) of Barry Goldwater’s 
line at the 1964 Republican convention, “Extremism in defense of liberty is no vice; 
moderation in the pursuit of justice is no virtue.” The professor who contributed the 
line to his speech is said to have telephoned friends, claiming the extremism issue 
would be dead as soon as the speech was heard. Aristotle’s claim for this rhetorical 
tactic is more modest. 


149 See Gorgias 463A, where Socrates names this as the special aptitude of rhetori- 
cians. 


150 Character (éthos) and choice (proairesis), the two central notions in Aristotle’s 
Nicomachean Ethics are understood in relation to one another. Character is formed by 
choice, when one takes a stand in relation to feelings and to pleasure and pain; choice 
then has a stable basis in character, in which thinking and desire become united in 
view of an end. See also 1417a 16-36 below. 
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the latter is a waste of words by stating the obvious. This is also the 
reason uneducated people are more persuasive among crowds than 
educated ones are, just as the poets say the speech of the uneducated 
is music to the ears of the crowd, because people of the one sort make 
general arguments in universal terms, while the others argue from 
what they know and things near at hand. Hence one needs to argue 
not on the basis of all reputable sources but from a limited group of 
them, such as those that are held in repute by the judges or seem to 
be people they approve of, because this is the way it appears likely 
for something to be clear to all or most people. And one ought not to 
draw conclusions only from necessary premises but also from things 
that are the case for the most part. 

Now the first thing one needs to grasp is that it is necessary to have 
available all or at least some of the things pertinent to that subject one 
needs to speak and reason about, whether in political argumentation 
or in any other kind; if you have none, you have nothing to draw 
conclusions from. I mean, for instance, how would we be able to give 
advice to the Athenians about whether or not a war should be fought 
without having a grasp of what their forces are, whether they are naval 
or infantry or both, how many they are, what revenues, friends, and 
enemies they have, and then too what wars they have fought and how, 
and other things of that kind? Or how could we praise them if we had 
no idea of the naval battle at Salamis or the battle at Marathon or the 
things done by the descendants of Heracles or anything else of that 
kind? For all speakers praise people on the basis of beautiful attributes 
that belong to them or are thought to belong to them. Likewise, they 
blame people for attributes of an opposite kind, considering what 
there is of that sort that belongs to them or is thought to, for instance 
that they treated the Greeks like slaves and actually reduced to slav- 
ery men who had been their most valiant allies against the barbarian 
invader, the Aeginetans and Potidaeans, and anything else of that 
kind, any other such transgression that may belong to them. And in 
the same way, when people give speeches of accusation and defense 
they make those accusations and defenses from a consideration of 
the pertinent facts. It makes no difference whether it has to do with 
Athenians or Spartans, a human being or a god; one does the same 
thing. And if one is giving advice to Achilles, or praising or blaming 
him, or making an accusation or defense of him, the pertinent things 
about him or the things that are thought to be so need to be grasped, 
so we may argue from them, praising or blaming him if some beauti- 
ful or shameful thing is present, accusing or defending him if there is 
anything just or unjust, and giving advice if there is anything advanta- 
geous or harmful. And what has to do with any matter whatsoever 
needs to be handled in a way similar to these; on the subject of justice, 
for instance, whether it is or is not a good thing, one needs to argue 
from things that pertain to justice and the good. 
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So since everyone obviously demonstrates things in that way, 
whether his reasoning is more precise or more loose (since they do 
not take their arguments from all premises but from the ones that are 
pertinent on each subject), and since it is clear that it is impossible to 
show anything in any other way by means of a speech, it is obviously 
necessary, as is said in the Topics, to have first of all on each subject a 
selection of the most relevant matters the subject takes in, and when 
subjects come up on the spur of the moment, to seek things out in 
the same manner, not looking off into an unlimited array of things 
but into the things pertinent to what the speech is about, and getting 
a sketch of the most things that are closest to the matter at hand. For 
the more of the pertinent materials one has to work with, the easier 
it is to show things, and the closer they are to the matter, the more 
appropriate and less generic is what is shown. I mean by generic, prais- 
ing Achilles because he is a human being and a half-god, or because 
he went on the expedition to Troy, since these things apply to many 
others as well, so that such a speech gives no more praise to Achilles 
than to Diomedes, but things that are attributes of no one other than 
Achilles are particular to him, such as having killed Hector, the best 
of the Trojans, and Cycnus, who prevented everyone from getting off 
the ships as long as he was unwounded, and the fact that Achilles was 
the youngest one to go on the expedition, and did so without being 
bound by an oath, and everything else of that kind. 

So one manner of selecting material, and that which is primary, 
is by topics; let us now discuss the elements of enthymemes. By an 
element of an enthymeme, I mean the same thing as a topic. But let us 
first mention some things it is necessary to speak of first. For there are 
two forms of enthymemes: those of one form show that something is 
or is not so while those of the other are counterarguments, and they 
differ in the same way as a counterargument and a syllogism in dia- 
lectical reasoning do. An enthymeme that shows something is one that 
draws a conclusion from things that are agreed, but a counterargument 
draws conclusions that are not agreed to. And we pretty well have a 
grasp of the topics on each species of useful and necessary subjects, 
since a selection has been made of premises having to do with each 
of them, so that the topics one needs to draw on for enthymemes 
about what is good or bad, beautiful or shameful, or just or unjust 
are already available to us, and topics having to do with types of 
character, passions, and particular traits of character have been taken 
up in the same way. But let us now also take a different approach to 
all these arguments as a whole,’ and state an array of examples of 
counterarguments, demonstrations, and of apparent enthymemes 
which are not enthymemes for the same reason that they are not syl- 


151 The program for the rest of Bk. I is: a compilation of arguments not grouped 
by subject matter (Ch. 23), examples of different kinds of fallacious arguments (24), 
and strategies of refuting or minimizing an argument (25-26). 
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logisms. When these have been displayed, let us distinguish between 
refutations and objections, and sources from which one needs to bring 
them to bear on enthymemes. 


Chapter 23. 

(1) One topic has to do with showing things by opposites. For 
one needs to consider whether an opposite belongs to an opposite, 
refuting the proposition if it does not and furnishing proof if it does.'°° 
For instance, the proposition that being temperate is good, because 
being self-indulgent is harmful. Or, as in the Messeniacus,'* “If war 
is the cause of the present evils, it is necessary to set them right with 
peace.” Or, 


If in fact when people act badly without meaning to 

It is unjust to descend into anger at them, 

Then when anyone acts well in any way by compulsion 
It is not fitting for him to be owed any thanks. 


But if in fact among mortals there is lying that is 
Trusted, you'd better believe the opposite too, that 
Lots of truths get no trust from mortals. 


(2) Another topic has to do with showing things by similar gram- 
matical inflections, since they have to go together or not in a similar 
way. For instance, the proposition that what is just is not good in every 
respect, since what is done justly would also be good in every respect, 
but as it is, being killed justly is not something one chooses." 

(3) Another topic has to do with showing things by mutually 
related items. For if doing something in a beautiful or just way pertains 
to one of them, undergoing it pertains to the other, or giving an order 
in the one case and performing the deed in the other. For instance, as 
Diomedon the tax-collector said about taxes, “If there’s no disgrace 
in your selling them, there’s none in our buying them.” And if 
“beautifully” or “justly” applies to the one something is done to, it 
also applies to the one who has done it. But it is possible to introduce 
a fallacy in this argument, for if someone undergoes something justly, 


152 Aristotle does not number the topics in this chapter or the next. The numbers 
have been added by the translator for the convenience of the reader. 

153 As the examples show, Aristotle means that a proposition can be tested by 
applying the opposite of its predicate to the opposite of its subject. 

154 See the note to 1373b 18. The first of the two following sets of verses is of 
unknown origin; the second is a fragment from Euripides’ lost play Thyestes. 

155 This line of argument, and the limitations of the next one, escape the notice of 
the rhetorician Polus in the Gorgias at 476B and following. 


156 It was common in the ancient world for governments to “farm out” the right to 
collect taxes to anyone rich enough to make the investment. 
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it is still perhaps not just for it to be done by you. Therefore there is 
need to consider separately whether the sufferer deserves to suffer and 
whether the doer has a right to do, and then to use the argument in 
whichever way it fits the situation. For sometimes the two are things 
not in accord in such a case, and nothing prevents it from being like 
that in Theodectes’ Alcmaeon, where to the question “Was there none 
among mortals who found your mother abominable?” Alcmaeon 
says in reply, “One has to consider that by taking it in two parts,” 
and when Alphesiboea asks how, he responds 


They judged it right for her to die, but not for me to 
have killed her. 


But there was also the trial involving Demosthenes and the killers 
of Nicanor, where because it was judged that they could justly put 
someone to death, he was thought to have been put to death justly, 
and the one about the man who died in Thebes, in which the defendant 
insisted that it be judged whether it was a just man who died, since it 
would not be unjust to kill someone who would be dying justly. 

(4) Another topic has to do with showing things by the more and 
the less. For instance, “If not even the gods know everything, then 
humans hardly could,” since that is to say “If something doesn’t belong 
to a thing to which it would apply more, it clearly does not belong to 
a thing to which it would apply less.” And that someone who hits his 
father also hits his neighbors comes from “If something that applies 
less belongs, then something that applies more does too.” For people 
are less apt to hit their fathers than their neighbors. So it can go that 
way, or “if something does not belong to a thing it applies to more...” 
or “if something does belong to a thing it applies to less...” according 
to what needs to be shown, whether that something does or does not 
belong. There is also the case in which something is neither more nor 
less, on the basis of which it was said!” 


When your father deserves pity for having lost 
children too, 
Does Oeneus deserve none for having lost a glorious son? 


Other examples of this are: if Theseus did no injustice, neither did 
Paris; or, if the sons of Tyndareus did no injustice, neither did Paris; 
and if Hector did no injustice to Patroclus, Paris did none to Achil- 
les; and if no other possessors of arts are to be despised, neither are 
philosophers; and if generals, who are often killed, are not to be 


157 A fragment from Antiphon’s Meleager. In the following examples, Theseus had 
abducted Helen, the sons of Tyndareus (Castor and Pollux) had abducted women 
engaged to other men, and Hector had killed Patroclus in battle. The reference to 
the generals seems to mean that they are killed, not in battle but by Athenian juries 
who hold them responsible for losing battles; the point would be that sophists are 
despised for the harm their pupils sometimes do. Gorgias makes a similar argument 
about rhetoricians and boxing instructors at Gorgias 476C-477C. 
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despised, then neither are sophists; and “if a private citizen should 
care about the reputation of you people, you should care about that 
of the Greeks.” 

(5) Another topic has to do with showing things by considering the 
time, as, for instance, Iphicrates did in his speech against Harmodius, 
saying “If before I had done it, I had demanded the honor of getting 
a statue once I did it, you would have given it; will you not give it to 
me now that I have done it? Don’t make promises when you expect 
something and then break them when you have gotten it.” And again, 
it was said to the Thebans, to let Phillip pass through into Athenian 
territory, because if he had demanded it before helping them against 
the Phocians, they would have agreed; it would be absurd, then, if 
they would not let him through because he gave up that chance and 
trusted them. 

(6) Another topic has to do with showing something by turning 
things said against oneself on the one who said them, as in Teucer. 
But the way in which Iphicrates used it against Aristophon is differ- 
ent: when he asked him whether he would have betrayed the fleet 
for money, and he said no, he then said, “You, who are Aristophon, 
would not have betrayed it, and I, who am Iphicrates, would?” But 
the other person has to be someone who seems more apt to commit 
an injustice; otherwise it would be obviously ridiculous, as it would 
if anyone else said this to Aristides, if he made an accusation, with 
the aim of discrediting the accuser. For the accuser always means to 
imply that he is a better person than the accused, so one has to counter 
this. But it is wholly absurd when anyone criticizes others for things 
he himself does or would do, or urges them to do things he himself 
does not and would not do. 

(7) Another topic has to do with showing something by a defini- 
tion, such as what divinity means: “Is it not a god or the work of a 
god? And surely whoever believes something is the work of a god 
necessarily also believes there are gods.” And the way Iphicrates 
showed that the noblest man means the best man, since nothing noble 
belonged to Harmodius and Aristogeiton before they did something 
noble, and so he himself was closer kin to them: “As for deeds at any 
rate, mine are more closely akin to Harmodius and Aristogeiton than 
yours are.” And as is argued in the speech on Paris, that everyone 
would agree that disordered people are those who are not satisfied by 


158 This might mean “is outstanding,” since diapherein can mean either to differ 
or to surpass. Teucer, a lost play of Sophocles, may have contained a more ordinary 
example too familiar to need quoting. 


159 This is an argument Socrates used to defend himself against the charge of 
impiety; see Plato’s Apology, 27a and following. With the next example, on Iphicrates’ 
origins, see 1367b 19 and note, and on his dispute with a descendant of the famous 
Harmodius, see 1397b 31. On the Archelaus mentioned in the last example in this 
section, see note to Gorgias 470D. 


233 


30 


1398a 


10 


20 


234 


30 


1398b 


10 


20 


PLATO: GORGIAS anD ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


the enjoyment of one body. And then there is the reason why Socrates 
said he did not go at Archelaus’ invitation, for he said it would be just 
as much an act of insolence to be put in the position of being unable 
to repay good as it would to be unable to repay evil. All these people 
reason by making definitions and getting at what something is in 
connection with the matters about which they speak. 

(8) Another topic has to do with showing something by the number 
of meanings of a word, as in the chapter of the Topics on using them 
rightly.’ 

(9) Another topic has to do with showing something by a division. 
For instance, if there are three things for the sake of which all people 
commit injustice, since it is either for this one or that one or this other, 
and it is impossible for it to be on account of two of them, and they 
themselves are not even claiming it is for the third. 

(10) Another topic has to do with showing something by induction. 
For instance, from the example of the Peparethian woman, to argue 
that women everywhere establish the truth about their offspring; 
for this happened to the Athenian rhetorician Mantias, when he was 
disputing the claim of his son, and the mother spoke out against him, 
and at Thebes, when Ismenias and Stilbon were in dispute, and the 
Dodonan woman revealed Thettaliscus as the son of Ismenias, and 
he was so regarded for that reason. And then there is this from Theo- 
dectes’ Law: “if people do not turn over their own horses to those who 
have taken bad care of the horses of others, or their ships to people 
who have capsized the ships of others, and if it is like that in all cases, 
then those who have been bad at guarding the safety of others are not 
the sort to use for one’s own.” And the way Alkidamas argued that 
everyone honors the wise: “The Parians hold Archilochus in honor, 
at any rate, in spite of his foul mouth, and the Chians honor Homer, 
even if he was not their fellow citizen, and the Mytilenaeans honor 
Sappho, even though she was a woman, and the Spartans made Chilon 
one of their Elders, even though they least of any people were lovers 
of literary pursuits, and the Greeks in Italy honor Pythagoras, and the 
Lampsacenes buried Anaxagoras, even though he was a foreigner, 
and still honor him even now, and the Athenians flourished when 
they followed the laws of Solon and Spartans those of Lycurgus, and 
at Thebes, the city flourished at the same time that those in charge 
became philosophers.” 

(11) Another topic has to do with showing something by a judg- 
ment on the same matter, or a similar one, or an opposite one, espe- 
cially if everyone always judged it that way, or if not, at least most 
people, or all or most of the wise or the good, or the present judges 


160 The chapter in question is I, 15. “Using them rightly” translates tou orthds, 
which is the only reading in any manuscript sources, but it may be an early copyist’s 
mistake for tou oxeds, “sharp,” which is one of the first ambiguous words discussed 
in the Topics chapter. 
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themselves, or people whom they accept or whose judgment it is not 
possible to oppose (such as those who hold authority) or not seemly to 
oppose (such as gods, a father, or teachers). This is the way Autocles 
meant what he said to Mixidemides, “So it was seemly for the Dread 
Goddesses to submit to the lawful claims of the Areopagus, but not 
for Mixidemides.”'*! Or Sappho, that dying is a bad thing, since the 
gods had judged it so; otherwise they would have died. Or the way 
Aristippus meant what he said to Plato, who, so he thought, had made 
some pronouncement too emphatically: “Surely our companion never 
said anything like that,” meaning Socrates. And Hegesipolis asked the 
god in Delphi, after first consulting the oracle at Olympia, whether 
things seemed the same way to him as to his father, implying that it 
would be shameful to say the opposite.’ And that Helen was a woman 
above reproach, as Isocrates wrote, since Theseus judged her so, and 
similarly with Paris, because the judgment of the goddesses singled 
him out, and with Evagoras, that he was above reproach, as Isocrates 
said, since “Conon, at any rate, thought so when he was out of luck, 
since he went to Evagoras, passing by everyone else.”!% 

(12) Another topic has to do with showing something by parts, 
as in the Topics, on the sort of motion the soul is, since it has to be 
this kind or that kind.’* There is an example in Theodectes’ Socrates: 
“What holy place has he profaned? Which gods has he not honored 
that the city believes in?” 

(13) Another topic has to do with showing something by conse- 
quences, in exhorting or warning, accusing or defending, or praising 
or blaming, since in most cases it turns out that the same thing is 
accompanied by something good or bad. For instance, being envied is 
a bad consequence of education, but being wise is a good one. “Well 
then, one shouldn’t get an education, since one shouldn’t incur envy.” 
“No indeed, one should get an education, since one should be wise.” 
The Art of Callippus amounts to this topic, with the addition of the 
possible and the other things mentioned. 

(14) Another topic applies when one needs to make an exhorta- 
tion or warning about two things paired and set against one another, 


161 An invocation of the precedent enshrined in Aeschylus’s Eumenides that even 
the Furies abided by the judgment of the Athenian high court. 


162 Aristotle apparently misspelled the name of the Spartan king mentioned in 
Xenophon’s Hellenica (IV, 7.2) who consulted Apollo at Delphi only after having gotten 
the reply he wanted from Zeus at Olympia. 


163 On Isocrates, see note to 1368a 20. Conon was a general who, afraid to go back 
to Athens after losing a battle, sought asylum from Evagoras, the king of Cyprus. 


164 Topics 111b, 5-11. Aristotle identifies four kinds of motion in the Physics: change 
of place, qualitative or quantitative change, and change of thinghood or being; one 
can thus argue by a process of elimination, and leave it to an opponent to demonstrate 
any contention that the enumeration was incomplete. Aristotle himself considers the 
soul to be an activity or being-at-work rather than a motion; see especially 408b 1-32 
of On the Soul. 
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using the method described in the preceding topic for both cases. It 
differs in that in the other case randomly related things are contrasted, 
but opposite things here. For instance, a priestess did not allow her 
son to be a public speaker, “For if you say things that are just,” she 
said, “people will hate you, but if you say things that are unjust, the 
gods will.” “But then one should be a public speaker, for when you 
say things that are just, the gods will love you, and when you say 
things that are unjust, people will.” This is the same as the saying 
about buying the swamp with the salt; and when each of a pair of 
opposites has a good and a bad consequence, opposite each to each, 
this is criss-crossing.'® 

(15) Another topic, since people do not praise the same things 
openly and out of public view, but mostly praise just and beauti- 
ful things openly while privately wanting what is advantageous 
instead, has to do with trying to use those statements to draw the 
other conclusion. This topic is the most decisive way of confounding 
an opinion. 

(16) Another topic has to do with showing something by those 
things that follow the same logic. For instance, Iphicrates, when people 
were requiring his son to do public service when he was younger 
than the appropriate age, just because he was tall, said that if they 
considered tall boys men, they would be voting next that short men 
were boys. And Theodectes, in his Law, said “You make citizens of 
mercenaries like Strabax and Charidemus for their decent behavior; 
will you not make exiles of those among the mercenaries who do 
irreparable harm?” 

(17) Another topic has to do with showing something by the 
fact that the consequence of things would be the same. For instance, 
Xenophanes used to say that people who claim the gods were born 
are just as impious as those who say they die, since in both ways it 
follows that there is a time when the gods are not in existence. But 
this also involves taking what follows from each thing in a universal 
sense, as always being the same: “You are about to make a judgment 
not on Isocrates, but about a way of life, whether it is right to pursue 
philosophy,” and giving earth and water is slavery, and joining in the 
common peace is following orders. But each case is to be taken in 
whichever way serves one’s purpose. 

(18) Another topic has to do with showing something from the fact 
that people do not always choose the same thing later that they did 


165 Blaisôsis, apparently meant to convey a figure both knock-kneed and pigeon- 
toed, since an original pair of branching alternatives has another branch on each side 
turning back toward each other. 


166 “Giving earth and water” was a euphemism for collaborating with the invading 
army during the Persian War; some Greek cities sought to be spared by allowing the 
invaders to camp in their territory. The “common peace” was a euphemism for the 
capitulation of most of Greece to Alexander the Great. 
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earlier, but just the opposite. This enthymeme is an instance: “Can it 
be that we who when exiled fought in order to come back home are 
going to flee, now that we have returned, in order not to fight?” For 
at one time they would have chosen to stay even if it meant fighting, 
but at the other they would have chosen not to fight even if it meant 
not staying. 

(19) Another topic has to do with showing something by claim- 
ing a thing is the case or happened for the sake of some end it might 
possibly be for or have happened for, for instance, if one were to give 
something to someone in order to cause pain by taking it away. This 
too is said from that point of view: 


For most people, it is not from bearing them any goodwill 
That the divine power grants them great prosperity, 
But so the calamities they get will be more conspicuous. 


And so is this from Antiphon’s Meleager: 


Not so they could kill the beast, but in order that 
they might 
Become witnesses to Greece of the excellence of Meleager. 


And this from Theodectes’ Ajax: that Diomedes singled out Odysseus 
not to honor him, but so that his follower would be a lesser man. For 
it is possible he did it for that purpose. 

(20) Another topic, used in common by parties to a legal dispute 
and speakers giving advice, has to do with showing something by 
considering the things that impel and deter people, for the sake of 
which they act and avoid action. For these are things which one ought 
to act on if they are present, but not act if they are not, for example, 
if something is possible and easy and beneficial to oneself or to one’s 
friends or harmful to one’s enemies, even if it brings some penalty as 
long as the penalty is less than the thing gained; people are impelled 
to act on the basis of these things and deterred on the basis of their 
opposites. And people make both accusations and defenses on the 
basis of these same things, basing their defenses on the deterrent fac- 
tors and their accusations on the ones that impel action. This topic is 
the whole Art of both Pamphilus and Callippus. 

(21) Another topic has to do with showing something by things 
that are believed to happen but are hard to credit, because they 
would not have been believed if they had not been the case, or been 
close to happening. There is even more reason to believe such things, 
because people assume things that either are the case or are likely, so 
if something is hard to credit and not likely, it would be true, since it 
is not on account of likelihood or credibility that it is believed to be 
so. For instance, when Androcles, of the Pitthean district of Athens, 
was making a speech attacking the law, after the people hooted at him 
for saying “the laws need a law to correct them,” continued, “Well, 
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fish need to be salted, even though it’s not likely or credible for them 
to need salt when they’ve grown up in saltwater, and mashed olives 
need olive oil, incredible as it may be for the things olive oil comes 
from to need olive oil.”'%” 

(22) Another topic for counterargument is to look for inconsis- 
tencies, if anything from among places, times, actions, and words is 
inconsistent, in the separate cases of one’s opponent (for instance, 
“he claims he’s your friend, but he was in on the conspiracy with 
the Thirty Tyrants”), and oneself (“he claims I’m fond of lawsuits, 
but he can’t demonstrate even one suit that I’ve taken to court”), and 
between oneself and one’s opponent (“this fellow has never even made 
a loan, while I’ve even paid ransom for many of you”). 

(23) Another topic for people and actions that have been the subject 
of prior prejudice, or seem to be, is to explain the reason why things 
are not as they appear, since there is something that makes them 
appear that way. For instance, a woman who had given her own son 
to someone else was thought to be sexually involved with the young 
man because she kissed him, but when the reason was explained, the 
slander was brought to nothing. There is also an example in Theo- 
dectes’ Ajax in which Odysseus explains to Ajax why he is a more 
courageous man than Ajax but does not seem that way. 

(24) Another topic has to do with showing something from its 
cause: that if the cause is present, it is the case, and if not, not, for the 
cause and that of which it is the cause go together, and nothing is 
the case without a cause. For instance, when Thrasybulus made the 
accusation that Leodamas’s name had been engraved on a pillar in 
the marketplace for treason, but had been scratched out at the time 
of the Thirty Tyrants, Leodamas said there was no possibility of that, 
since the Thirty would have trusted him more if his hostility to the 
democratic faction had been left inscribed. 

(25) Another topic has to do with showing something by consider- 
ing whether there could have been or could be another better way to go 
about something than what someone is advising or doing or has done, 
since apparently, if there is such a way, he would not have done what 
he did, since no one willingly and knowingly makes worse choices. 
But this is false, since it often becomes clear afterward how it would 
have been better to act, when it was unclear before the event. 

(26) Another topic, when someone is about to do something oppo- 
site to other things that have been done, involves looking at them 


167 One must make one’s own judgment about Androcles’ argument. Another 
example of this topic may be found in the book Jacob Klein: Lectures and Essays (St. 
John’s College Press, Annapolis, Maryland, 1985), p. 311, to the effect that the tradi- 
tional title of Plato’s Philebus must be genuine, since Philebus speaks less than one 
out of every hundred of its lines. 


168 A group of oligarchs installed as rulers of Athens after it lost the Pelopon- 
nesian War. 
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together. Xenophanes, for instance, when the Eleans asked whether 
or not they should make sacrifices and sing laments to Leucothea,’” 
advised them not to sing laments if they assumed she was a goddess 
and not to make sacrifices if they assumed she was a human being. 

(27) Another topic involves making an accusation or defense based 
on mistakes. For instance, in Carcinus’s Medea, people make the accu- 
sation that she killed her children, who had at any rate disappeared 
(since Medea had made the mistake of sending her children away), and 
Medea makes the defense that she would not have killed the children 
but Jason, since not doing the latter would have been a mistake if she 
had also done the other. This topic and this form of enthymeme is the 
whole of the earlier version of Theodorus’s Art. 

(28) Another topic is based on a name, as, for instance, the way 
Sophocles writes, 


Even the name you bear is obviously for iron, 


and the way people are accustomed to speak in praise of the gods, 
and the way Conon used to call Thrasybulus “bold counselor,” and 
Herodicus said to Thrasymachus “you are always a bold fighter,” and 
to Polus “you are always a puppy,” and of Draco the lawgiver that his 
laws were not those of a human being but of a dragon (for they were 
severe), and the way Euripides’ Hecuba says about Aphrodite “the 
name of the goddess rightly begins like witlessness,” and Chaeremon 
says Pentheus is named for his impending misfortune." 

In the realm of enthymemes, counterarguments are more highly 
regarded than demonstrations because a counter-enthymeme is a 
uniting of opposites in a brief form, and things put side by side are 
more evident to the hearer. But of all syllogisms, counterarguments 
and demonstrative ones alike, those that bring the most applause 
are the sort people see coming as soon as they begin, if they are not 
superficial (for at the moment that they grasp what is coming they are 


169 Ino, the daughter of Cadmus, threw herself and her baby into the sea to escape 
her insane husband, and was given the name meaning “white goddess” in token of 
the belief that she had been deified. 


170 Ross chooses a manuscript variant that would mean “This topic...is the whole 
art before Theodorus.” The idea that this topic could be the whole of any approach to 
the rhetoric of defense may become plausible if one thinks of the way teenagers and 
other inexperienced people so often and so confidently meet accusations by saying, 
“Why would I do that? I would have done so-and-so instead.” 


171 Most of these names are simply repeated to convey their literal meanings, 
but Aphrodite’s name shares the first two syllables of the other word, and Pentheus 
means roughly “the lamentable one”; what happens to Pentheus in Euripides’ Bac- 
chae is perhaps the grisliest ending in any classical tragedy. The line of Sophocles 
is a fragment of the lost play Tyro (and refers to Tyro’s stepmother Sidero), and that 
of Euripides is 990 of the Trojan Women. The Polus referred to is the one depicted in 
the Gorgias; his name more often refers to a colt than to a puppy. Draco’s laws made 
every crime punishable by death; he is said to have explained why by saying he had 
nothing more severe. 
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also pleased with themselves); and among those of the sort that they 
see after the fact, the most applauded ones are the kind that they get 
the point of as soon as they have been stated. 


Chapter 24. 

And since there can be a syllogism and also something that is 
not a syllogism but appears to be one, necessarily, too, there can be 
an enthymeme and also something that is not an enthymeme but 
appears to be one, seeing as how an enthymeme is a kind of syllogism. 
And there are topics among apparent enthymemes, one of which is 
attributable to wording, and one part of this is just like making a final 
statement in dialectical reasoning in the form of a logical conclusion 
when there has been no syllogism (Therefore, so-and-so is not the 
case; therefore necessarily it is such-and-such”); among enthymemes, 
something tightly organized with balanced antitheses appears to be 
an enthymeme because that sort of wording is proper ground for an 
enthymeme, and it seems likely to be such a thing just by the design 
of its wording. For making statements in wording of a syllogistic 
form, it is useful to collect the upshots of a number of syllogisms, as 
that “he saved some, avenged others, and liberated the Greeks.” For 
each of these has been demonstrated from other things, but when they 
are gathered together, it appears that some conclusion also comes 
out of them. 

(1) And one topic involving apparent enthymemes is attributable 
to ambiguity; claiming, for instance, that a mouse is of serious stat- 
ure, being the source, at any rate, of the most honored of all religious 
initiations, since the most honored of all religious initiations are the 
Mysteries." Or if, in praise of the dog, someone were to bring in the 
one in the heavens, or the god Pan, because Pindar said 


Blessed art thou, whom Olympians call 
The many-formed dog of the Great Goddess, 


or the fact that it is quite a dishonorable thing when there is no dog, 
and thus clearly it is an honorable thing to be a dog. Or to claim 
Hermes is the most sharing among the gods, since Hermes alone is 
called “a share.” Or that a word is the thing most highly valued, 


172 The word for mouse (mus) differs in accent and meaning from the first syllable 
of the mustéria of the Eleusinian religion. This might be a bit like praising the bird 
called a cardinal for its importance to the Roman Catholic Church. In the following 
example, the Greeks called the Dog Star simply “the dog,” and Pan, often depicted 
with features of a goat, was also called the dog of Cybele, or Mother Earth. 


173 Hermes was the god of luck. A lucky find was called a hermaion, and it was 
customary for anyone who saw someone else make such a find to call out “a share!” 
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because good men are worthy not of money but of a good word, since 
“worth a good word” is not meant in a simple way.'” 

(2) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes has to do with 
saying something separated as combined or something combined 
as separated. For since things that are not the same often seem to be 
the same, one has to take it whichever way is more useful. This is 
Euthydemus’s argument about, for instance, knowing that a battleship 
is in the Peiraeus, because he knows each part.'” Or that someone who 
knows the letters knows the word, because the word is the same thing 
as its letters. Or claiming that, since a double amount of something 
makes someone sick, a single portion would not be healthy either, 
because it would be absurd if two good things are one bad one. So it 
is acounterargument in that form, but for showing something, it goes 
like this: two bad things could not be one good one. But the whole 
topic is fallacious. And again, there is Polycrates’ remark about Thra- 
sybulus, that he deposed thirty tyrants, since he adds them together.” 
Or there is the argument in Theodectes’ Orestes, since it is made by 
taking things apart: 


It is a just thing, for any woman who murders her husband, 


that she be killed, and just too for a son to avenge his father; “well 
then, that’s exactly what’s been done.” But maybe they are no longer 
just when combined. The fallacy could also be attributed to leaving 
something out, since he takes out the matter of by whom." 

(3) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes has to do with 
trumping up or undermining a case by horribilizing it. This is what 
happens whenever a speaker, without having shown that his opponent 
did something, exaggerates the deed. This makes it appear that the 
one who has the charge against him has not committed the offense, 
when he himself exaggerates the charge, or that he has committed it, 
when the accuser exaggerates the offense. Accordingly, there is no 
enthymeme, since the hearer falsely infers that the accused did or did 
not do something that has not been shown. 

(4) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes uses a sign, 
since this too yields no syllogism, as if one were to say “Lovers are 


174 The word that is not simple in meaning is logos. What is translated here as “worth 
a good word” is literally “worth a word,” but means something like “estimable.” 


175 Euthydemus was a debater who won arguments with verbal trickery. This 
example is hard to reconstruct precisely, but it is the same gimmick as saying “the 
student, said the professor, is a fool” without reading the two commas. 


176 Thrasybulus led the faction that restored democracy to Athens by defeating 
the pro-Spartan government ruled by thirty oligarchs, then asked for thirty times 
the reward he would get for overthrowing a tyrant. 


177 The fallacy can be said to result from taking apart the two acts if one says a 
son is right to avenge his father, but not against his mother. It arises from leaving 
something out if one says a woman who murders her husband should be killed, as 
long as it is not by her son. 
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beneficial to their cities, for the love of Harmodius and Aristogeiton 
deposed the tyrant Hipparchus.” Or if one said that Dionysius was 
a thief because he was depraved; this certainly yields no syllogism, 
since not every depraved person is a thief, although every thief is 
depraved. 

(5) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes argues from 
something incidental. An instance is what Polycrates says about the 
mice, that they saved the day by gnawing through the bowstrings. Or 
if someone were to claim that being invited to dinner is the highest 
honor, because Achilles was enraged at the Achaeans in Tenedos for 
not inviting him. But he was enraged because they showed disrespect, 
and it was incidental that they did this by not inviting him.’ 

(6) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes is based on 
a consequent. In the speech on Paris, for instance, it is said that he 
was a great-souled man, because he despised the company of most 
people and spent his time by himself on Mount Ida, for since great- 
souled people are like that, he too would seem to be a great-souled 
man. Or that because someone dresses up and goes around at night, 
he is a womanizer, since that is what they do. A similar example is 
to say that beggars sing and dance in the temples, and the homeless 
are at liberty to live any place they want; since these things belong 
to those who are thought to be happy, then it might also be thought 
that those to whom they belong are happy. But the way they belong 
to them makes a difference, and hence this topic also falls in among 
those that leave something out." 

(7) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes is attributable 
to taking what is not the cause to be the cause of something’s having 
happened, for instance, along with it or after it. For people assume 
what is after this is because of this, especially people who take part in 
politics, the way Demades, for example, claimed the policy of Dem- 
osthenes was the cause of all the troubles, since the war happened 
to come after it. 

(8) Another topic involving apparent enthymemes is attributable 
to leaving out the when and the how. For instance, the argument that 
Paris took Helen justly, because the choice was given to her by her 
father. But this did not apply equally for all time, but to the first time, 
since the father’s authority went up to that point. Or if someone were 


178 The mice happened to save the Egyptians from Assyrian invaders, according 
to Herodotus (II, 141), and the flaring of Achilles’ wrath before he even got to Troy is 
from a fragment of a lost play of Sophocles. 


179 There are then at least three ways to characterize what is going on here. Aris- 
totle first attributes it to arguing from the consequent: if A, then B, and B is the case, 
so therefore A must be true as well. The explanation of the happy homeless example 
shows that the flaw in such reasoning consists of slipping in the assumption that 
whenever B is a consequence of A, A is also a consequence of B. Whenever this converse 
is false, there is some restrictive condition left out of the original hypothesis; on what 
is left out of the greatness-of-soul example, see the note to 1366b 20. 
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to claim that hitting those who are free is an act of outrageous violence, 
since this is not so in every case, but only when someone is the first 
to injure the other person by putting his hands to him. 

(9) Also, just as in debaters’ arguments, an apparent syllogism 
comes about by mixing what is so simply and what is so not simply 
but in a particular case. In dialectical reasoning, for example, one 
may argue that nonbeing is, since nonbeing is nonbeing, and that the 
unknown is known, since it is known that the unknown is unknown; 
so too in rhetorical speeches, there is an apparent enthymeme from 
something that is not simply likely, but likely in a particular case. But 
it is not possible for this to be universal, as Agathon also says, 


One could probably say that this very thing is likely 
That many things that happen to mortals are unlikely. 


For what defies likelihood does happen, so that what defies likelihood 
is likely too, and if that is so, there will be a likelihood of something 
unlikely. But this is not simply true, but just as in debaters’ arguments, 
when someone fails to add in what respect something is true, in rela- 
tion to what, and in what manner, that makes it misrepresentation, 
here too, the misrepresentation is due to something’s being likely 
in a particular case but not simply. The Art of Corax is composed of 
this topic: “For if someone is not liable to the charge of assault, for 
instance because he is weak, he gets off because it is not likely, and 
if someone is liable to it, for instance because he is strong, he still 
gets off, because it is not likely that he would do something that was 
going to seem likely.” And likewise in all other cases, since someone 
has to be either liable or not liable to the charge; so both arguments 
appear likely, but one is likely while the other is not simply likely, 
but likely under the restrictions mentioned. And this is making the 
weaker argument stronger; and this is why human beings were justly 
disgusted at Protagoras’s pronouncement.'* For it is false, and not a 
true but an apparent likelihood, and not present in any art other than 
rhetoric and debating. 


Chapter 25. 

What has to do both with things that are enthymemes and things 
that appear to be has been discussed, and the next thing to speak 
of following what has been said has to do with refutation. And it is 


180 On making the weaker argument the stronger, see the note to 1355a 21 above, 
where Aristotle gives as a reason for studying rhetoric the prevention of this abuse. 
Protagoras’s pronouncement was “A human being is the measure of all things,” 
which Aristotle comments on in the Metaphysics (1062b 12 and following). Protagoras 
was unashamed to call himself a sophist; see Plato’s Protagoras, 318D-E and 349A. 
Aristotle’s use here of the word anthropoi (human beings) is a witty way of show- 
ing that Protagoras’s famous saying refutes itself. Even likelihood is not a matter of 
mere seeming, but is measured by relevant circumstances, which the “art” of certain 
rhetoricians and debaters requires them to leave out. 


243 


10 


20 


30 


244 


1402b 


10 


20 


PLATO: GORGIAS anD ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


possible to refute something by bringing up either an opposing syl- 
logism or an objection. Now as for stating opposing syllogisms, it is 
evident that it is possible to make them on the basis of the same topics, 
since syllogisms are based on accepted opinions, and there are many 
opinions opposed to one another. And objections are brought up in 
four ways, as is said also in the Topics'*': from the argument itself, or 
from something similar to it, or from its opposite, or from judgments 
already made. From the argument itself, I mean, for instance, if the 
enthymeme were to the effect that love is of serious worth, the objec- 
tion could go two ways, either by making a universal statement that 
every form of lacking is bad, or by making the particular statement 
that one could not speak of Caunian love’® if there were not also bad 
loves. And if, for instance, the enthymeme were to the effect that a 
good man does good to all his friends, an objection brought up from 
an opposite is “but a bad man does not do harm to all his friends.” 
And if, for instance, the enthymeme is to the effect that those who 
have had harm done to them always feel hate, an objection from 
something similar is “but those who have had good done to them do 
not always feel love.” As for judgments that have come from notable 
men, if, for instance, someone stated an enthymeme to the effect that 
one ought to have compassion on people who are drunk, since they 
commit their offenses in ignorance, an objection is that then Pittacus'® 
does not deserve his high reputation, or else he would not have made 
it a law that the punishments are greater when anyone commits an 
offense while drunk. 

Now enthymemes are argued on the basis of four things, and those 
four things are likelihoods, examples, criteria, and signs. Enthymemes 
based on likelihoods are those with conclusions drawn from things 
that either are or seem to be the case for the most part; the ones that 
come from examples are those that are argued from one or more 
similar cases, when one grasps something universal and then reasons 
to particulars; the ones that come from criteria are argued from some- 
thing necessary and always the case; and the ones that come from signs 
are argued from something that is the case universally or in particular 
to conclude that something else either is or is not the case. And since 
something likely is what is the case not always but for the most part, 
it is obvious that it is always possible to refute an enthymeme of this 
sort by bringing up an objection, but the refutation is apparent but 
not always true. For someone who makes an objection proves that 
the thing is not necessarily so, but not that it is not likely. Hence too, 


181 VII, 10. 

182 That is, incest. A single exception would constitute an objection to a universal 
claim. 

183 One of the Seven Sages of early Greek times, a commoner elected dictator of 


Mytilene during a civil war. Aristotle mentions this decree of his with approval in 
the Nicomachean Ethics (1113b 30-33) and the Politics (1274b 18-23). 
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the person who makes a defense always has an advantage over the 
one who makes an accusation, on account of this fallacy. For since the 
accuser demonstrates his claim by means of likelihoods, and proving 
that something is not likely is not the same thing as proving that it is 
not necessarily so, and something that happens for the most part is 
always open to objection (for it could not be something that is always 
likely and at the same time be something that is always necessary), 
then when a refutation is made in this way, the judge supposes either 
that the charge is not likely or that it cannot be decided by him, but he 
is reasoning falsely, as we said. For he ought to be judging not only 
on the basis of what is necessarily so, but also on the basis of likeli- 
hoods, since that is what it means to judge “according to one’s best 
judgment.” Itis accordingly not good enough if someone proves that 
a thing is not necessarily so, but he has to prove that it is not likely. 
And this will follow if the objection instead is what happens for the 
most part. And it is possible for it to be more prevalent in two ways, 
either in time or in instances, and it is more conclusive if it is more 
prevalent in both ways; for if more things are that way more often, 
this makes it more likely. 

Signs, and enthymemes stated by means of signs, are refutable 
even if they apply, as was said in the first chapters.'® For the fact that 
no sign forms a syllogism is clear from our Analytics. And the same 
sort of refutation goes for enthymemes of the example form as for 
likelihoods, for if we have any one thing that is not like the example, 
it is proven that the conclusion is not necessarily so, even if more 
instances are like it or more often like it; but if more instances are 
more often like the example, one needs to combat it by arguing either 
that the present case is not the same or did not happen the same way, 
or at least that it has some difference. But it will not be possible to 
refute criteria and enthymemes of the criterion form for not forming 
a syllogism (and this too is clear from our Analytics), but it remains 
possible to show that what is said does not apply. But if it is obvious 
both that it does apply and that it is a criterion, such an argument at 
once becomes irrefutable, for once all of that is obvious, it is a rigor- 
ous demonstration.'* 


184 The quotation is from the oath taken by Athenian juror-judges, discussed also 
in Bk. I, Chap. 15, above. 


185 That is, in the very definition of signs in Bk. I, Chap. 2. The next reference is to 
Prior Analytics I, 27. 


186 Ionce heard a policeman at the scene of an accident say: “The tire marks show 
he turned right from the left lane. That’s an illegal turn. We have to give him a ticket.” 
The question whether any signs indicated any fault on the part of the other driver 
became irrelevant as soon as it was shown by an irrefutable sign that the first driver 
had committed an illegal act. 
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Chapter 26. 

To exaggerate or minimize something is not an element of an 
enthymeme, since I mean the same thing by element as by topic. 
An element or topic is a tactic that applies to enthymemes on many 
subjects, but exaggerating and minimizing make enthymemes show 
that something is great or small, just as others show that something 
is good or bad, just or unjust, or anything else whatever. And these 
are all things about which there are syllogisms and enthymemes, so if 
none of these is a topic of an enthymeme, then neither are exaggerat- 
ing and minimizing. Refutation is not a form of enthymeme either, 
that makes the enthymeme what it is. For it is clear that one makes a 
refutation by showing something or by bringing up an objection, and 
counterdemonstrates an opposite conclusion; for example, if someone 
showed that something happened, this shows that it did not, and if 
someone showed that something did not happen, this shows that it 
did. So this would be no difference, since both use the same tactics, 
and bring forward enthymemes to show that it is or is not the case. 
And an objection, as is said in the Topics, is not an enthymeme but the 
stating of some opinion from which it will be evident that someone 
has failed to make a syllogism or has assumed something false. 

And since there are three things involved in speech that one has 
to be concerned with, let this much have been said on the subject of 
examples, maxims, enthymemes, and everything that pertains to 
thinking, both as to where we shall find a supply of them and as to 
how we shall refute them, what remains is to go over what concerns 
wording and arrangement. 
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BOOK II 


Chapter 1. 

There are three things involved in speech that one has to be con- 
cerned with: the means of persuasion will constitute one of these, a 
second has to do with wording, and a third is how one should organize 
the parts of a speech. Now since what concerns the means of persua- 
sion has been discussed, and how many sources they come from has 
been stated, that these are three, as well as what sorts they are and why 
there are only that many (for it is either because the judges themselves 
are affected in a certain way, or because they take the speakers to be 
people of certain sorts, or because something has been demonstrated, 
that everyone is persuaded), and enthymemes have been discussed, 
where one needs to provide them from (for there are specific subjects 
for enthymemes, and also general topics for arguing them), what 
concerns wording is the next thing to speak of. For it is not sufficient 
to understand the things one needs to argue; it is also necessary to 
understand how one needs to say them, and this contributes in many 
respects to making the speech appear to be of a certain sort. 

So the first thing that was inquired about was the one that by its 
very nature came first naturally, the things themselves on the basis 
of which a speech has its persuasiveness, the second is putting those 
things into words, and there is a third among these things that has the 
greatest power but has never yet been dealt with, the matters having 
to do with performance. Even in tragedy and the reciting of epics it 
was neglected for a long time, because at first the poets themselves 
performed their own tragedies. Now it is clear that such a thing is 
involved in rhetoric too, just as in poetry, where Glaucon of Teos and 
some others have paid attention to it. This is something in the voice, 
the way one needs to use it for each state of feeling, such as when it 
should be loud, soft, or in between and how to use its tones, as high- 
pitched, deep, or in between, and what rhythm goes with each. For 
there are three things for people to consider, and these are loudness, 
melodiousness,'*” and rhythm. These are pretty much the things that 
get the prizes in competitions, and in just the same way that actors now 
have greater power than poets there, this is also the case in political 
contests, because of the corrupt condition of the citizens. 

An Art concerned with these things has not yet been composed, 
since even the matter of wording was late in coming forward, and it 


187 The accents in ancient Greek indicate rises and falls in pitch, but good public 
speakers in any language match the things they say to changes of pitch. A student of 
mine, Robert Abbot, once pointed out ina class that in the “I have a dream” speech, 
Martin Luther King was dropping the pitch of his voice a perfect fifth at the ends of 
some sentences. My colleague André Barbera tells me that the speech is delivered 
primarily on the recitation tone of B flat below middle C, and establishes a key of E 
flat. 
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is thought to be something vulgar, which captures it beautifully. But 
since the whole business of rhetoric is directed at opinion, one has to 
make it a matter of concern, not because it is right but because it is 
necessary. The just thing would be to aim at nothing more in a speech 
than that it not cause pain, but not cause pleasure either, since it is just 
to argue one’s side by means of the facts themselves, so that the other 
things extraneous to the demonstration are superfluous, but all the 
same, as has been said, they have great power, owing to the corrupt 
condition of the listener. And yet the matter of wording has some 
small necessary place in every sort of teaching, since it makes some 
difference in regard to making something clear to say it this way or 
that way, though not all that much; this is all a matter of imagination, 
and all relative to the listener, which is why no one teaches geometry 
that way. So when that matter does come in for notice, it will do the 
same thing it did for the skill of acting, and some writers have made 
an effort to speak of it to a small extent, such as Thrasymachus in his 
Pitiful Cases. Being good at acting is in fact something that is present 
by nature, and not so much from art, but what has to do with word- 
ing is intrinsically a matter of art. Hence prizes also go to people with 
ability at that, just as they do to rhetorical speakers for performance, 
because written speeches are more apt to prevail on account of their 
wording than the thinking in them. 

As is natural, the poets were the ones who first started the process 
going, for words are the medium of their imitation, and they had avail- 
able the part of us best adapted to imitating, the voice. And so the arts 
of reciting and acting, and others as well, were also devised. And since 
the poets, though they were saying simple-minded things, seemed 
to cover themselves in glory by the way they used words, it was for 
this reason that the first style of wording that came along, such as that 
of Gorgias, was poetic. Even now, most uneducated people believe 
that such speakers give the most beautiful discourses. But this is not 
so; wording suited to a speech is different from that of poetry. And 
what has happened makes this clear, since even those who compose 
tragedies no longer use it the same way, but just as they changed over 
from tetrameter’®” verses to iambic, because, in comparison to the 
other meters, that is the one most similar to speech, so too they have 
given up those words that go beyond what is conversational, the ones 
the first poets adorned their works with, as those who compose in 
hexameters still do even now. Hence it is ridiculous to imitate people 
who no longer use that style themselves; so it is obvious that there is 


188 In Plato's Phaedrus (267C), Socrates says of this book that “the mighty man from 
Chalcedon is the master of tear-jerking speeches.” 


189 The meter used in the satyr plays that pre-dated tragedies was trochaic tetram- 
eter, the meter found in English in Poe’s The Raven and Longfellow’s Song of Hiawatha. 
See Aristotle’s Poetics, 1449a 19-25, and see 1408b 36-1409a 1 and note below. The hex- 
ameter verse mentioned just below is the dactylic meter of epic poetry. 
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no need for us to be precise in speaking about everything that has to 
do with wording, but only about those things that have to do with 
the sorts of speeches we are talking about. What has to do with the 
other sort has been discussed in the Poetics." 


Chapter 2. 

So let that be a look taken at those things, and let the virtue of 
wording be defined as being clear—for since a word is a certain kind of 
sign, if it does not make anything clear, it will not be doing its proper 
work—and neither low-class nor above what the subject deserves, but 
appropriate. For poetic wording may not be low-class, but it is not 
appropriate for a speech. With nouns and verbs alike, it is the preva- 
lent ones that make the wording clear, while the other sorts of words 
discussed in the Poetics keep it from being low-class but make it fancy, 
because shifting it away from what is prevalent gives it a more digni- 
fied appearance. For people feel the same way about wording as they 
do about foreigners and fellow citizens, so one ought to make one’s 
language be out of the ordinary, because things that are admired are 
found among what is remote, and what is admired is pleasing. Now 
in verse, many things are composed in this way and there they are 
fitting (because the things and people its talk is about stand out more), 
but in plain speech they fit in much less often, since the subject matter 
stands out less. Even in poetry, if a slave or someone too young were 
to use pretty words, it would be too inappropriate, or if such talk were 
used on matters too minor; even in these writings there is a fitness 
to what is held back and what is enhanced. Hence people need to 
do this sort of thing unobtrusively, and not seem to be speaking in a 
contrived manner but in a natural one (since the latter is persuasive 
and the former is just the opposite, because people are put off by it 
as if someone were up to some scheme, just as they are when people 
mix something into their wine); it is like the way Theodorus’s voice 
is received, in contrast to those of other actors, since his voice seems 
to be that of the character who is speaking, while theirs have an alien 
feel. And the author’s hand is well concealed when he composes with 
words chosen from ordinary language; this is exactly what Euripides 
does, and he was the first to show people the way. 

Now since speech is made up of nouns and verbs, and nouns have 
as many forms as are examined in the writings on poetry, those among 


190 Chapter 22. The references in the chapter below are to this chapter of the Poet- 
ics or to Chap. 21. 


191 <A good modern illustration of this point may be found in a comparison of 
Shakespeare’s Richard II to his I Henry IV, written a year later. In the earlier play, every 
character sounds the same, all speak in verse, and all engage in the sort of wordplay 
the author uses in his sonnets. In the later play, there is a remarkable variety in the 
way prose and verse are used, and the way the characters are distinguished from one 
another by the words they use and the ways they use them. 
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them that are eccentric’ or compound or made-up words need to be 
used infrequently and in few places; we will say later in what places, 
and the reason for being sparing in their use has been stated, that it 
crosses over from what is appropriate to what is too much. In the 
wording of plain speech, only a prevailing native word should be used, 
or a metaphor. A sign is that these are the only things everyone does 
use, since everyone makes use of metaphors in conversation, as well 
as native and prevailing words, so it is clear that if someone composes 
well, there can be an unfamiliar feel and it can still be unobtrusive and 
be clear, and this was the virtue of rhetorical speech. Among nouns, 
ambiguous words are useful to the sophist, since it is with them that 
he does mischief, but synonyms are useful to the poet; I am speaking 
of prevalent synonyms like “proceed” and “go,” for both of them are 
prevalent words and they are synonymous with each other. 

What each of these things is, how many forms of metaphors there 
are, and that metaphor is the most powerful element in poetry and 
in speech as well, have been stated in the Poetics, as we said. But it is 
in speech that one needs to work all the harder on metaphors, to the 
degree that speech, compared to verse, has fewer elements to help it 
achieve effects. It is metaphor most of all that has in it something clear, 
pleasant, and unfamiliar, and it is not something one can get from 
anyone else. But one needs to speak in fitting metaphors, as in fitting 
epithets. This will depend on proportion; if there is none, it will appear 
inappropriate, because discrepancies are most apparent when things 
are next to one another. One needs to consider what suits an old man 
the way a purple cloak might suit a young one, since the same clothes 
would not be appropriate; and if you want to adorn something, bring 
in a metaphor taken from the best things in the same class, but from 
the worst if you want to find fault. I am speaking, for instance (since 
there are opposite things in the same class), of saying that someone 
begging is praying or that someone praying is begging, because both 
are petitioners; that is doing the sort of thing described. This is why 
Iphicrates called Callias a beggar-priest instead of a torchbearer, and 
Callias said only an uninitiate would call him a beggar-priest and not 
a torchbearer; both minister to a god, but one in an honored role, the 
other in a dishonored one. And it is one thing to call actors panderers 
of Dionysus, but they call themselves “artistes”; these are both meta- 
phors, one disparaging, the other the opposite. And pirates nowadays 
call themselves procurement specialists. Hence too, one is free to say 
that someone who committed an injustice made a mistake, or that 
someone who made a mistake committed an injustice, or that a thief 
took something or procured it. And what Euripides’ Telephus says, 


192 The Greek word is glôtta, here meaning something like jargon, “lingo.” In the 
Poetics (1457b 1-6), it is explained as any use of a word not prevalent among its intended 
audience. Examples are given in Chap. 3 below. 
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Being lord of the oar, he landed on Mysia, 


is inappropriate because it is too much for what the subject merits, 
and hence there is no hiding it. It is possible to go wrong even in the 
syllables of a word, if they are indications of an unpleasant sound; 
for instance, Dionysius the Brazen, in his elegies, referred to poetry as 
“the screeching of Calliope,” because both are vocal utterances, but a 
metaphor for meaningless vocal utterances is a bad choice. 

Further, one ought to take metaphors that are not remote but 
drawn from things that are related and similar in form to the nameless 
things that are being named, so that it is clear as soon as it is spoken 
what the relation is. For instance, in the celebrated riddle 


I saw a man glue bronze on a man with fire, 


the process has no name, but there is a certain kind of attaching in 
both cases, so it calls the applying of the cupping bowl'” gluing. And 
in all cases, it is possible to get reasonably good metaphors out of 
well-made riddles, since metaphors are riddles, so it is clear that the 
metaphors are also well-made. And one ought to take metaphors from 
things that are beautiful; the beauty of a word, as Licymnius says, is 
in its sounds or in what it means, and there is ugliness in the same 
ways. And there is a third factor, that refutes a sophistical argument, 
since it is not the case, as Bryson says, that there is no such thing as 
ugly talking if saying something this way instead of that way means 
the same thing. This is false, for one way is more prevalent, more of 
a likeness, and more proper than another for making the thing come 
before one’s eyes. Also, this or that word does not signify some- 
thing with the same connotations, so that in this way too it must be 
granted that one is more beautiful or uglier than another. For both 
words may signify the beautiful or ugly thing, but not in the respect 
in which it is beautiful or ugly, or in the same respect but to a greater 
or lesser degree. So this is where metaphors are to be brought over 
from, from words that are beautiful in sound or in import, or to sight 
or some other sense. It does make a difference, for instance, to say 
“rosy-fingered dawn” rather than “purple-fingered,” or still worse, 
“ruddy-fingered.” 

With epithets too, it is possible to make the attribution from some- 
thing base or ugly, such as “killer of his mother,” or from something 
better, such as “avenger of his father.” And Simonides, when the 
winner of a mule race offered him a small fee, was unwilling to write 


193 A medical instrument which, when heated and placed over a small incision, drew 
out blood. In Chap. 22 of the Poetics the same example is used to show that putting 
together too many metaphors makes something into a riddle. Here the point is that 
the riddle is easily solved if the metaphors are closely related to the unnamed thing 
(which would in this case have been a more familiar procedure in Aristotle’s time). 


194 Applied to Orestes in Euripides’ play of that name, 1587-1588. 
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a poem because it was distasteful to write poetry about half-donkeys, 
but when he was offered enough, he composed 


Happiness to you, daughters of storm-footed steeds! 


even though they were daughters of donkeys too. Then too, there 
is the use of diminutive terms, and it is possible that the diminutive 
will make either the bad or the good of something less; this is the way 
Aristophanes, in the Babylonians, facetiously uses “goldlet” for gold, 
“cloaklet” for cloak, “insultlet” for insult, and “diseaselet” for disease. 
But one needs to be cautious in the use of both techniques, and keep 
a careful eye out for the mean. 


Chapter 3. 

Aspects of wording that do not come off!” come in four variet- 
ies. One kind is involved in compound words, as when Lycophron 
names “the many-countenanced sky over the great-pinnacled earth” 
and “a narrow-passagewayed shore,” or the way Gorgias names 
“pandering-beggar-bards who swear lies like an honest swearer,” or 
the way Alcidamas writes “the soul full of wrath and the face grow- 
ing flame-hued,” “he believed their eagerness would be end-bear- 
ing,” “he constituted the persuasion in his words as an end-bearing 
thing,” and “the cerulean-hued bottom of the sea,” for all these things 
appear poetic on account of the compounding. So this is one cause for 
an effect’s not coming off, and another is the use of eccentric words, 
the way Lycophron calls Xerxes a “humongous man” and Sciron a 
“ransack man,” and Alcidamas speaks of a “bagatelle in poetry,” 
the “overweening way of nature,” and “exacerbated by the unruly 
impulse of his thought.” 

A third sort involves using long, unseasonable, or frequent epi- 
thets. For while it is appropriate in poetry to speak of white milk, in 
speech some such things are too inappropriate, and others, when 
they are overused, stick out and make it obvious that poetic crafting 
is going on; one certainly ought to use them, because they take the 
wording out of the ordinary and make it unfamiliar, but one needs 
to aim at a mean, since this can do more harm than speaking casu- 
ally. For while a casual style does not have anything well done in it, 
one that is overdone has something bad. This is why the writings of 
Alcidamas that do not come off make the impression they do; for he 
uses epithets not as seasoning but as a main course, so frequent, long, 
and obtrusive are they. It is never “sweat,” for example, but “damp 
sweat,” not “to the Isthmian games” but “to the festive assembly of 
the Isthmian games,” not “laws” but “laws, the sovereign rulers of 


195 Literally, “that are cold,” that is, lifeless. This is usually translated as “frigid- 
ity” of style. 

196 The adjective applies to one legendary highway robber the name of another, 
which sounds like it comes from a verb meaning to plunder or destroy. 
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cities,” not “at a run” but “with a running impulse of his soul,” not 
“to art school” but “betaking himself to nature’s art school”; there are 
“the sad-faced cares of the soul,” and a craftsman not of “popularity” 
but of “universal popularity,” and a “dispenser of pleasure to his 
audience,” and he hid not behind “branches” but “branches of the 
woods,” and he covered up not “his body” but “his body’s nakedness.” 
And there is “the desire of his soul was anti-imitative” (which is a 
compound and an epithet at the same time, so that it is made into a 
piece of poetry), and “so extraordinary an extravagance of depravity.” 
Thus by speaking poetically in an unfitting way, they bring in some- 
thing ridiculous that does not come off, and that is unclear because 
of empty words; for when one throws more words at someone who 
already gets the point, what is clear is dissipated by being cast into 
the shadows. But people use compounds when there is no name for 
something and the word goes together easily, like time-wasting; but if 
there is a lot of this, it gets a completely poetic character. This is why 
compound wording is used most by dithyrambic poets (since they 
have a noisy style), but eccentric wording by epic poets (since their 
writing is stately and idiosyncratic), and metaphor in iambic verse 
(since these are used nowadays, as was said.) 

And there is also a fourth sort of wording that does not come off 
that comes up in metaphors. For metaphors can be inappropriate too, 
some by being comical (for comic poets use metaphors too), others 
by being too solemn and tragic. And they become unclear when they 
are a big stretch; Gorgias, for instance, speaks of “green and bloodless 
actions,” and says “you have reaped in evil the things you sowed in 
shame”—this is too poetical. And there is the way Alcidamas called 
philosophy “a fortress in the territory of the law,” and the Odyssey “a 
beautiful mirror of human life,” and speaks of someone who “contrib- 
uted no such bagatelle to poetry.” All these phrases are unpersuasive 
for the reasons stated. And what Gorgias said to the swallow, when 
it let its excrement go falling down on him, is in the best tragic tone: 
“Shame on you, Philomela.” For there is no shame for a bird if it did 
that, but there would be for a maiden. So he did well to rail at her by 
addressing what she had been and not what she was.'” 


Chapter 4. 

A simile is also a metaphor, since there is little difference. For when 
one says “like a lion he pounced,” that is a simile, but when one says, 
“a lion, he pounced,” that is a metaphor. For because both are coura- 


197 Philomela was a girl who was transformed into a swallow. 
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geous, he referred to Achilles metaphorically as a lion. The simile is 
useful in speech as well, but less often, since it is poetic. They need to 
be applied in the same way as metaphors, since they are metaphors 
that differ in the manner mentioned. 

Here are examples of similes: what Androtion said about Idrieus, 
that he was like little dogs off their chains, since they attack and 
bite, and Idrieus was dangerous too when let out of his chains; and 
the way Theodamas likened Archidamus to a Euxenus who did not 
know how to do geometry, since, by the analogy,” Euxenus would 
be an Archidamus who could do geometry; and in Plato’s Republic, 
that people who strip corpses are like dogs that bite rocks but do not 
touch the one who is throwing them, and the one about the populace, 
that it is like a shipowner who is strong but a little deaf, and the one 
about poets’ verses, that they are like people in the freshness of youth 
but without beauty, since the latter, when the bloom is off, and the 
former, when freed of meter, no longer look the same; and Pericles 
on the Samians, likening them to children who take the scrap of food 
but cry about it, and on the Boeotians, that they are like live-oaks, 
because oaks are cut down by means of their own kind of wood, and 
Boeotians are continually fighting one another; and the one Demos- 
thenes made about the populace, that they are like people who get 
seasick once they get on the ships, and the way Demosthenes likened 
rhetoricians to wet nurses who gobble up scraps of food and smear 
the babies’ lips with their spittle; and the way Antisthenes likened 
the emaciated Cephisodotus to incense, because he entertains people 
while wasting away. One is free to state all of these as similes or as 
metaphors, so it is clear that all those things that are well thought 
of when worded as metaphors will be so as similes as well, since 
similes with a word missing are metaphors.” And a metaphor that 
comes from an analogy is always necessarily reciprocal and applies 
to either one of the correlative terms; if, for instance, a drinking bowl 
is a shield of Dionysus, then it is also fitting for a shield to be spoken 
of as a drinking bowl of Ares. 


198 Iliad XXII, 164. The “he,” Homer, does not need to be named to a Greek audi- 
ence. The extended simile was the most distinctive feature of Homer's style, imitated 
forever after by anyone who wanted to achieve a heroic or mock-heroic tone. W. P. 
Kinsella’s Shoeless Joe may be mentioned as an example of a good recent novel that 
makes readers uncomfortable by a too-frequent use of similes. 


199 The analogy is the geometrical proportion Archidamas:Euxenus :: ungeometri- 
cal:geometrical. Hence the insult would be directed at Euxenus, by a covert simile 
that his geometry will enable him to deduce. 


200 469C-E, 488A-B, and 601A-B. 
201 The word is hôs, meaning as or like. 
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Chapter 5. 

So speech is made up of these materials, but the primary thing in 
wording is to speak grammatically, and this involves five consid- 
erations. The first is in the matter of connecting words, if one is to 
fulfill the natural way they come before and after one another, the 
sort of thing some of them require, the way a men requires a de and 
an egô men requires a ho de.* And one ought to supply them one to 
another while someone still remembers, and not leave them hanging 
a long time or supply a connection before the connection that has to 
be there, for there are few places where that would be fitting. In “I for 
my part, when he told me, for Cleon had come begging and pleading, 
set out and took them along,” more than one connection is inserted 
before the connection that completes the sentence. But if the interval 
that comes between the “I” and the “set out” is long, it is unclear. 
So one thing is to handle connecting words well, and a second is to 
speak in exactly appropriate words and not in words that are in the 
general vicinity. A third is not to use things that can be taken two 
ways, that is, if one does not deliberately make the opposite choice, 
which people do when they have nothing to say but still pretend to 
say something. Such people tend to say those things in poetic form, 
as Empedocles does; for what goes around in a big circle bamboozles 
people, and the hearers have exactly the same experience most people 
do with soothsayers. For when they say things that can be taken in 
two ways, people join in nodding in assent, as at 


Croesus, by crossing the Halys, will destroy a 
great empire.™ 


And since a sweeping statement is less subject to error, soothsayers 
speak about a thing in general terms. For one can hit the result more 
often in the game “odd or even” by saying “odd” or “even” rather 
than exactly what number, and elsewhere by saying what will be the 
case rather than when, so those who deliver oracles do not include a 
specification of the time. All these things are exactly alike, and except 
for some such reason, this is something to avoid. A fourth point is 
the way Protagoras distinguishes the classes of words as masculine, 
feminine, and neuter, since it is necessary to keep these in agreement 
correctly too: “She having arrived, and she having said her say, left.” 


202 Literally, “to speak Greek,” the common language underlying all local dialects, 
as people might once have said “to speak the King’s English.” 


203 The particles men and de indicate contrasting clauses, phrases, or words. The 
most heavy-handed translation of them would be “on the one hand...on the other 
hand”; sometimes a translation may use “while” for the first and nothing for the 
second, or nothing for the first and “but” for the second. The egô men and ho de might 
be conveyed in English by mere emphasis: “J am a professor; he is a tutor.” 


204 A Delphic oracle reported by Herodotus (I, 53). The empire Croesus destroyed 
was his own. 
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A fifth involves naming the number correctly as many, few, or one: 
“They having arrived, they started hitting me.””” 

Overall, what is written needs to be easy to read and easy to say, 
and these amount to the same thing. And this is not present when 
there are a lot of connective words, or in things that are not easy to 
punctuate, like the sayings of Heracleitus. For punctuating the say- 
ings of Heracleitus is work, because it is unclear which of two things 
something goes with, the one after or the one before it; for example, 
at the very beginning of the collection he says “Though this logos” 
is present always people end up without understanding,” and it is 
unclear which of the two ways to punctuate the “always.”*” The fol- 
lowing thing also produces a fault in wording: lack of agreement if you 
do not link two words to something that fits both. Seeing, for instance, 
is not applicable in common to a sound and a color, but perceiving is. 
There are also unclarities if you do not say what you are proposing, 
if you are intending to toss in a lot of things in between; for instance, 
“Tintended, after talking with him, and this and that and the other, to 
go away,” instead of “I intended, after talking with him, to go away, 
but then this and that and the other came up.” 


Chapter 6. 

The following things contribute toward weightiness of wording. 
One is using a description instead of a word: not “circle,” for instance, 
but “plane figure equally distant from the center.” But for succinctness 
it is the opposite: using a word instead of a description. And should 
there be anything ugly or inappropriate, if what is ugly is in the 
description, using the word contributes to weightiness, and if it is in 
the word, using the description does. Another thing that contributes 
to weightiness is using metaphor and epithets to make something 
clear, with due caution against anything sounding poetic. Another is 
making many out of one, the way poets do; though there is only one 
shore, they say “to Achaean shores,” and they say 


Here are the manifold pages of my writing tablet. 


205 In both examples it is the participles that must agree in gender and number 
with the nouns and verbs. Ancient Greek was called a participle-loving language, 
and their inflected endings carry so much information that they permit a compact 
and flexible style. A language like English that has to keep repeating pronouns has a 
clunkier sound and feel. Greek did not have separate forms for “few” in addition to 
plural and singular, but did have separate dual forms. 

206 The untranslatability of the word logos in Heracleitus’s fragments reflects an 
intentional impossibility in pinning down its meaning. 

207 Ancient Greek was written without punctuation marks, as it was still primarily 
a spoken language. Modern editions of writings such as those of Plato and Aristotle 
are punctuated by the editors. 


ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC: BOOK III 


And there is not linking two things but using a preposition”® for each: 
“of that wife of ours.” But to say it succinctly, it is the opposite: “of 
our wife.” And there is speaking with a conjunction, or if speaking 
succinctly, without a conjunction but not without a connection, for 
instance “having gone and having had a discussion,” “having gone I 
had a discussion.” And Antimachus’s trick of speaking of things some- 
thing does not possess is useful, as he writes about Teumessus,”” 


There is a windy little peak... 


because one can expand something in this way indefinitely. And 
this is applicable to good and bad things alike for anything they are 
not, whichever way serves one’s purpose, from which poets too get 
the names “melody without strings” or “without a lyre,” since they 
apply them from negations. This is a well-regarded technique in 
metaphors stated by analogy, such as saying a trumpet is melody 
without a lyre. 


Chapter 7. 

Wording will have appropriateness if it conveys feeling and char- 
acter and is proportioned to its subject matter. There is proportion 
when it is worded neither in an offhand way on weighty matters nor 
in a solemn way on run-of-the-mill matters, and no ornamentation is 
attached to a run-of-the-mill word. Otherwise it has the appearance 
of comedy, like what Cleophon writes, for some of the things he said 
were just about as if one were to speak of a fig tree as “her royal high- 
ness.” Feeling is conveyed when, if there is outrageous insolence, the 
wording is that of an angry person, or if there are sacrilegious and 
shameful things, it is that of a person disgusted and hesitant even to 
speak of them, or if there are praiseworthy things, they are spoken of 
with delighted admiration, or if they are pitiable, with dejection, and 
similarly in the other cases. People also credit the fact if the wording is 
proper to it, because the soul falsely concludes that someone is telling 
the truth because they feel that way in such circumstances; so even 
if things are not the way the speaker says, they believe the facts are 
that way, and the hearer always sympathizes with someone whose 
speech is full of feeling, even when he is saying nothing. That is why 
many people strike their hearers with amazement when they are just 
making a lot of noise. 

This way of showing things by signs also conveys character, when 
a fitting display accompanies each kind and active condition of char- 
acter. By a kind I mean what goes along with age, such as a boy, a 
man, or an old man, or with a woman or a man, or with a Spartan or 


208 In the Greek it is a definite article that is repeated. The example builds this 
technique on the last, and does not imply polyandry. 


209 Inthe epic poem the Thebaid. 
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Thessalian; by active conditions, those things by which one is a certain 
sort of person in living his life, since it is not in accordance with every 
sort of active condition that lives are of certain sorts.””° So if one speaks 
in words proper to an active condition, he will put forward a state of 
character. For a country bumpkin and an educated person would not 
say the same things or speak the same way. Some effect is also made 
on audiences by a tactic the speechwriters give us our fill of: “Who 
does not know?” “Everyone knows.” For the listener agrees out of 
shame, so he can be part of what everybody else is in on. 

Using wording at the right or wrong moment is acommon feature 
of all forms of speaking. And a remedy for anything overdone is the 
one commonly mentioned: one needs to put in one’s own rebuke to 
oneself." Then what is said seems to be true, since the speaker is 
plainly not unaware of what he is doing. Another remedy is not to have 
every device corresponding at the same time, so the hearer can have 
them concealed from him; I mean, for instance, if the words are harsh, 
not using the voice and facial expression that fits them, for otherwise 
each of them becomes obvious for what it is, but if one device is used 
and another is not, one can do the same thing unobtrusively. So if mild 
things are said in a harsh tone and harsh things in a mild tone they 
become persuasive. Compound words, a greater number of epithets, 
and foreign words are especially fitting for a passionate speaker, for 
people have sympathy when an angry person says some evil thing 
“stinks to high heaven” or calls it monstrous, and when he has already 
whipped up enthusiasm in his hearers by praises, reproaches, anger, 
or affection, the sort of thing Isocrates does at the end of his Panegyric: 
“fame and name,” and “whoever had the guts.” For people utter such 
words when full of enthusiasm, so audiences obviously accept them 
when they are in the same state. This is why such things are also fitting 
in poetry, since poetry is something inspired. So this is the manner 
in which they ought to be used, or else with irony, the way Gorgias 
does and like the speeches in the Phaedrus.?” 


Chapter 8. 

The pattern of the wording ought not to be metrical but ought not 
to lack rhythm. The first sort of pattern is unpersuasive because it 
seems contrived, and at the same time it stands out; it makes the hearer 


210 The primary active conditions (hexeis) Aristotle has in mind are the virtues and 
vices, stable ways of being that have to be formed by choices and effort, but he uses 
a simpler example here. 


211 Particularly feeble examples of this, from someone about to use a cliché, would 
be “not to use a cliché, but...” or “to coin a phrase...” 


212 In Plato’s Phaedrus, Socrates makes two rhetorical speeches, the first in order 
to outdo the speechwriter Lysias in his own style, and the second as though Socrates 
were carried away by enthusiasm himself. Gorgias, at the end of his Encomium of Helen 
(see note to Gorgias 483E), says he wrote the speech for his own amusement. 
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be on the watch for a similar pattern when it comes again. It is like 
the way children anticipate the response to the bailiff’s “Whom does 
the freedman choose as his advocate?” by yelling “Cleon.” But speech 
that lacks rhythm is indefinite, and it ought to be definite, though not 
with the definiteness of meter; for what is indefinite is unpleasing and 
unknowable. But all things gain definiteness from number, and the 
number that belongs to a pattern of wording is rhythm, and the meters 
are cuts made from this. Hence a speech ought to have rhythm but 
not meter, since that would make it a poem. But the rhythm should 
not be precisely carried through, and this will be the case if it is used 
only to a certain extent. 

Among rhythmic patterns, the heroic is solemn but not speakable 
without a chanted intonation, while the iambic is the very speaking 
style of ordinary people, which is why speakers utter iambs most 
often of all the meters, but there ought to be some solemnity that 
makes speech depart from the ordinary. The trochaic rhythm is too 
herky-jerky, and the tetrameters show this, since the tetrameter has 
a stumbling pace.” That leaves the paean, which was used starting 
with Thrasymachus, though there was no name anyone had to call it 
by. But the paean is a third rhythm following on the ones mentioned, 
since its pattern is 3:2, while theirs are either 1:1 or 2:1, so it stands 
between the latter two ratios as 112:1.” The other rhythms should 
be left out for the reasons mentioned, and because they are metri- 
cal, but the paean can be taken in, because it is the only one of the 
rhythms spoken of from which there is no meter, so that it is the most 
unobtrusive of them. These days one sort of paean is used both for 
beginning and ending a sentence, but the end ought to be different 
from the beginning, and the two forms of paean are the opposites of 
each other; one of them fits at the beginning, the way it is used, and 
this the one that starts with the long syllable and ends with three 
short ones, as in’ “De ‘los-born or Ly’cian one,” and “Gol’den-haired 
far-Dart’er, Zeus-child,” and the other is reversed, with three short 
syllables starting it and the long at the end: 


Amid the land’ and all the waters, over O’cean was 
the Night’. 


213 Literally, Aristotle calls this rhythm “too much like doing the cordax,” an 
obscene dance used in old comedies and left here to the reader's imagination. To see 
how trochees lurch along, with the stress accents of English, try to march to the pace 
of “Once upon a midnight dreary...” or “By the shores of Gitche Gumee...” 


214 A Greek metric foot was based on syllable lengths, with a long syllable sounded 
for about twice the time of a short one, so that an alternation of long and short syl- 
lables in trochees or iambs would give a 2:1 or 1:2 temporal pattern. The dactyls and 
spondees in the heroic rhythm would both be 1:1 feet. The paean had three short 
syllables and one long. 


215 The three following examples are from verses by Simonides. The first two are 
epithets of Apollo; the marked accents are all somewhat forced, and some slight liber- 
ties are taken in the translation of the third quotation. 
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And this last one makes an end, because a short syllable, by being 
incomplete, makes a line feel cut short. It ought to be cut off with the 
long syllable instead and be a clear ending, not because of a copyist 
who makes a punctuation mark, but because of the rhythm. 


Chapter 9. 

So it has been stated that wording ought to be properly rhythmic 
and not lack rhythm, and what rhythms make it properly rhythmic, 
and under what conditions. And it is necessary that the wording 
either be run on and unified by connecting words, like the preludes 
in dythyrambs, or be turned back and similar to the antistrophes of 
early poets. The strung-together form of wording is the ancient one, 
since in earlier times everyone used it, but not many do now. By 
“strung-together” I mean wording that has no end in its own right, 
unless the thing being said is finished. And it is unpleasing because of 
its indefiniteness, since everyone wants to have an end in view. This 
is why people run out of breath and collapse at the goal line, for while 
they see the boundary ahead of them, they do not lose strength before 
reaching it. So this is strung-together wording, and the turned-back 
form is composed in periods. By a “period” I mean a stretch of word- 
ing that has its own beginning and end in its own right, and a length 
easily taken in view together. This sort of wording is pleasing and easy 
to understand. It is pleasing because it has the character opposite to 
indefiniteness, and because the listener always thinks he has a grasp 
of something somehow bounded in itself, while it is unpleasing to be 
unable to foresee or wrap up anything; and it is easy to understand 
because it is easy to remember, and this is because what is worded 
in periods has number, which is the easiest of all things to keep track 
of in memory. This is also the reason why everyone remembers verse 
better than words that all run together, since verse has number to 
measure it. But the period needs to come to an end along with the 
thought, and not break off the way Sophocles’ iambs’"* do, 


This is Calydon land, Pelops’ ground, 


since, from the way the words are divided, it is possible to get an 
opposite impression, as though, in the case mentioned, Calydon were 
in the Peloponnese. 

A period is either in clauses?” or unbroken. A period in clauses is 
wording that is complete and divided and easy to say in one breath, 


216 The line quoted is actually from Euripides’ Meleager. The following line makes 
it clear that Pelops’ ground is across the Straits of Corinth from Calydon, but the peri- 
odicity of the line makes one hear the last two words of the line first as an appositive 
to what precedes them. 


217 The word côlon, from which we get the name of the punctuation mark, refers 
literally to a limb of the body, and can refer to phrases as well as clauses, as in some 
examples below. 
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not for each division but as a whole, and a clause is one or the other 
portion of this. I call wording “unbroken” when itis ina single clause. 
Neither clauses nor periods should be either curtailed or lengthy. 
Something short often makes the listener lurch; this necessarily hap- 
pens when, while still hurrying forward to the measure which the 
words have as an inherent limit, he is pulled up short when the speaker 
stops, and a sort of lurch results from the jolt. But lengthy stretches 
cause the listener to be left behind, as happens when people do not 
turn back until they are past the end of the road, and leave those who 
are out walking with them behind; similarly, when periods are long 
they turn into a discourse or something like a dithyrambic prelude. 
Hence they become what Democritus of Chios made fun of Melanip- 
pides for composing,” when he wrote preludes where there should 
have been antistrophes: 


A man brings evils on himself when he brings evils 
on another, 
And the greatest evil from a long prelude is for the writer. 


The same sort of thing also fits speaking in lengthy clauses. And 
clauses that are too short do not make up a period, so they pull the 
listener headfirst. 

Wording in clauses either takes something apart or sets up an 
antithesis. An example that takes something apart is “I have often 
marveled at those who convened the public festivals, and at those 
who set up the athletic contests”; in each clause of an antithesis, either 
one contrary is put in juxtaposition with the other or the same word 
is linked with both contraries. For example, “they were benefactors 
to both, to those who stayed behind and to those who followed them 
out, for the latter they gained larger estates than they’d had at home, 
and for the former they left behind estates large enough”; staying 
behind and following are contraries, as are large enough and larger. 
And in “so both those who needed to get property and those who 
wanted to enjoy theirs...” enjoying and acquiring form an antithesis. 
There are also: “it often turns out in these situations that the wise fail 
and the foolish succeed”; “they were deemed worthy of the prize 
of valor right away, and gained supremacy at sea not long after”; 
“to sail across the mainland and march across the sea, bridging the 
Hellespont and dredging Athos”; “and though they were citizens by 
nature, their city was taken away by law”; “for some were lost miser- 
ably and others were saved disgracefully”; “and using Barbarians as 
servants privately while publicly ignoring the many allies who were 
slaves”; and “either to have it while living or to leave it behind after 


218 The couplet parodies lines 265-266 of Hesiod’s Works and Days, where the original 
second line is “And the greatest evil from an evil plan is for the planner.” 
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dying.”* And there is what someone said in the courtroom about 
Pitholaus and Lycophron: “These men sold you out when they were 
at home and now they’ve come here this way and bought you.” All 
these examples do what was said, and this sort of wording is pleasing, 
because contraries are easy to grasp, and even easier to grasp when 
juxtaposed; they also look like a syllogism, since a counterargument 
is a bringing together of contraries. 

So this sort of thing is antithesis, and balanced antithesis if the 
clauses are equal in length; there is assonance if each clause has 
extremities that sound alike. This necessarily occupies either the 
beginning or the end; at the beginning it always involves whole words, 
while at the end it involves either the final syllables, inflected forms 
of the same word, or the whole word. Examples” of such things at 
the beginning are “tillage he got, till-less by him,” and 


Assuaged with gifts they expected to be; persuasion 
by words they looked for too. 


At the end there are: “You'd have thought he hadn’t fathered a baby, 
but that he himself had become one maybe,” and “most in mopes 
and least in hopes.” And with inflected forms of the same word, 
“Do you think he’s worth casting in bronze, when he’s not worth a 
penny in brass?” And with the same word, “When he was alive you 
were speaking nastiness, now you're writing nastiness.” And there 
is assonance of syllables in “What would be so frightful if you saw a 
man who was idle?” And it is possible to have them all together in 
the same place, and for the same sentence to be a balanced antithesis, 
assonant at the ends. The ways of beginning periods have been pretty 
well itemized in the Theodectea. And there are also false antitheses, as 
in the line Epicharmus wrote, 


Sometimes I was at their place, sometimes I was with them. 


Chapter 10. 

Now that distinctions have been made concerning those things, 
what makes things that are said be elegant and well-regarded needs to 
be discussed. Now composing them is a task for either natural gifts or 
training; showing what they are is the task of this inquiry. Let us then 
describe and itemize them, and let our starting point be this: to learn 
something with ease is a pleasant thing for everyone, and words have 


219 All the examples in this paragraph to this point are from Isocrates’ Panegyric. 
The following one refers to two men who had assassinated a tyrant. 


220 The first is a fragment from Aristophanes, the second IX, 526 of the Iliad, and the 
next five are unknown. The translations are sometimes made a bit loose to approximate 
the effects in the originals. The Theodectea is believed to have been a compilation made 
earlier by Aristotle himself. Another example of a balanced false antithesis might be 
“heads I win, tails you lose.” 
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meaning, so those words that make us learn are the most pleasing. 
And whereas the meanings of eccentric words are unknown to us, 
we know the meanings of the prevailing ones; but metaphor most of 
all produces the effect we are discussing. For when someone speaks 
of old age as a withered stalk, he causes learning and recognition by 
way of the common genus, since both things have lost their bloom.” 
The similes of poets also do the same thing, so if one of them is done 
well, it appears elegant. For as was said above, a simile is a metaphor 
differing in the way it is put, and it is less pleasing because of the 
extra part; it does not say that this is that, so the soul does not have 
to search this out.*” Necessarily, then, the elegant wording and the 
elegant enthymeme are the ones that make us learn quickly. Hence 
superficial enthymemes are not well-regarded (for by “superficial” 
we mean those that are obvious in every respect, with nothing that 
needs to be searched out), and neither are those in which we do not 
understand what is said; the well-regarded ones are those of which 
understanding arrives as soon as they are stated, if it was not present 
before, or else those which one’s thinking lags a little behind. For with 
that sort of thing, learning takes place, but it does not with either of 
the first two kinds. So enthymemes of this sort are well-regarded for 
the thought in what is said; as for their wording, in the design of it, 
they are popular if they are stated by way of antithesis. For example, in 
“regarding the peace shared with others as a war on their private inter- 
ests,” war is in antithesis to peace.” Enthymemes are well regarded 
for their choice of words if they contain metaphor, and if this is neither 
so alien as to be difficult to see at a glance, nor so superficial that it 
makes nothing happen; and still more so if it puts the thing in front 
of our eyes, for one ought to be witnessing things that are happening 
rather than things in the future. Therefore one ought to aim at these 
three things: metaphor, antithesis, active presence. 

Of the four kinds of metaphor, the most well-regarded are those 
based on analogy,™ the way Pericles said the way the youth who 
perished in the war had disappeared from the city was as if someone 
had stolen the spring from the year. And Leptines said, in reference to 
the Spartans, not to stand by and watch while Greece had one eye put 
out. And Cephisodotus was upset when Chares was eager to submit 


221 Odyssey XIV, 213. 


222 Aristotle does not object to extended poetic similes like those of Homer; he is 
speaking of the impact of a statement like “He is a fox,” as compared to “He is like a 
fox,” or “He is as sly as a fox.” The best wording is the one that gets us to the intended 
place with the least prompting. 

223 From Isocrates’ Panegyric. 

224 The other three kinds of metaphor, as described in Chap. 21 of the Poetics, transfer 
the name of something from genus to species (as saying a ship at anchor is standing), 
species to genus (as calling any large number of things 10,000), or species to species 
(as speaking of cutting an animal's throat as sucking out its life). 
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the accounts for the Olynthian war for audit, and said he was trying 
to get the audit done while he had the populace by the throat. And 
once when Cephisodotus was urging the Athenians on after they were 
provisioned for Euboea, he said they needed to get going with the 
promptness of a decree of Miltiades. And Iphicrates was upset when 
the Athenians made peace with Epidaurus and the coastal region, 
and said they had just had their pocket money for the war taken from 
them. And Peitholaus called the Paralus the cudgel of the populace, 
and Sestos the bread-basket of the Piraeus.” And Pericles called for 
getting rid of Aegina, the eyesore of the Piraeus. And Moerocles said 
he was no bigger a cheat than a certain respectable person he could 
name, who cheated people at thirty percent interest while he himself 
took ten. And there is Alexandrides’ iambic verse about daughters 
who take their time on the way to marriage, 


These maidens of mine are overdue in the rent on 
their marriages. 


And what Polyeuctus said about a certain Speusippus who was 
crippled, that he was incapable of keeping still, even though fortune 
had locked him up in stocks with his infirmity. Cephisodotus called 
battleships colorful millstones, and the Cynic used to call taverns the 
Athenian dining halls.” 

And Aesion said that the city poured itself out into Sicily; this is 
a metaphor that puts its meaning right in front of the eyes,” and his 
“so that Greece resounded” is also a metaphor, and in a certain way 
it too is before the eyes. And there is the way Cephisodotus urged the 
people not to make their assemblies so many mob-scenes; Isocrates too 
refers to those who make mob-scenes at public festivals. And there is 
an example in the funeral oration, about why it was right for Greece 
to cut its hair at the gravesite of those who died at Salamis, since their 
own freedom was being buried alongside their virtue; if he had said 
it was right to cry because their virtue was being buried, that would 
have been a metaphor and right in front of the eyes, but “their own 
freedom alongside their virtue” has a certain antithesis in it. And the 
way Iphicrates said “the path of my words goes through the middle 
of Chares’ deeds” is a metaphor based on an analogy, and “through 
the middle” puts it before the eyes. And saying that one is calling 


225 The Paralus was one of two Athenian ships used for state functions, including 
conveying prisoners, and Sestos was the setting-off point for ships bringing grain 
from the Black Sea region to the Athenian port at the Piraeus. 


226 Diogenes was the cynic. Spartan citizens ate in common dining halls, while 
Athenians had a different custom when they went out for meals. 


227 Atthe height of the Peloponnesian War, the Athenians launched a major invasion 
of Sicily. Thucydides (The Peloponnesian War) describes the massive numbers of men 
and amounts of resources that set out in VI, 31. In VII, 84 he describes the defeated 
Athenian remnant that was being massacred in a Sicilian river, while fighting one 
another to drink the blood-filled water. 
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in dangers to defend against dangers is a metaphor before the eyes. 
And Lycoleon’s comment on behalf of Chabrias, “they have no shame 
before the supplicant posture of his image in bronze,” was a metaphor 
at that moment, not for all time, but right in front of their eyes, for 
the statue, a reminder of his deeds for the city, pleads for him in his 
danger, the lifeless thing coming to life.” And “training themselves 
in every way to think small” is a metaphor, since to train is to increase 
something. So is “the god lit the intellect as a light in the soul,” since 
both make things clear in some respect. And “we are not putting an 
end to the wars but postponing them,” for both postponement and 
that kind of peace are putting things off. Also saying that the treaty is 
a trophy far more beautiful than those gained in wars, because they 
are for small things and single strokes of luck, while it is for a whole 
war, and both are signs of victory. Also that cities pay large bills in 
the censure of mankind, for a bill is a form of damages justly paid. 


Chapter 11. 

Now it has been stated that elegant things are said as a result of 
metaphor from analogy and by putting things before the eyes, but 
it needs to be said what we mean by “before the eyes,” and what 
makes this happen. I mean that all those things that signify activity 
put something before the eyes; for instance, saying a good man is a 
square guy is a metaphor, since both are perfect in their kinds, but it 
does not signify activity. But there is activity with “having the prime 
of life coming into full bloom,” and “you, like a free-ranging animal,” 
and “as the Greeks shot to their feet”; “shooting” is an activity and a 
metaphor, since it means something is quick.” And there is the way 
Homer has made use of metaphor in many places to make lifeless 
things come to life. In them all, the way he produces active presence 
is highly regarded, as in the following examples*™: 


Back to the plain rolled the shameless stone, 

The arrow flew, 

Flying eagerly, 

They stuck in the ground, still longing to glut themselves 
on flesh, 


and The spearpoint leapt into his chest, quivering with 
excitement. 


228 There wasa statue in the marketplace of Chabrias himself, ina kneeling posture, 
commemorating a victory in battle, and visible from where the trial was held. 

229 The last example is from Euripides’ Iphigeneia at Aulis, line 80. 

230 The first five are Odyssey IX, 598, and Iliad XIII, 587; IV, 126; XI, 574; and XV, 
541. The sixth is Iliad XIII, 799, comparing marching troops to waves advancing on 
a shore. 
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In all these examples, something is made to appear actively at work, 
by being brought to life, for being shameless and quivering with 
excitement and the rest are activities, and Homer has applied them 
by way of metaphor based on analogy. For as the stone is to Sisyphus, 
so is a shameless person to the one being shamelessly treated. And 
he does the same things with lifeless objects in his highly regarded 
similes as well: 


Arched, white-crested, some in front, more upon 
more behind. 


For he makes everything be in motion and be alive, and activity is 
motion.” 

And one ought to take metaphors, as was said above, from things 
that are appropriate and not obvious, the way that, in philosophy too, 
it is the mark of someone with a good eye to recognize what is alike 
even in things far removed from one another. Archytas, for instance, 
said an arbitrator and an altar are the same, since both are destinations 
to which someone who has suffered injustice goes for refuge. Or if 
someone were to say an anchor and a hanging basket are the same, 
since both are the same sort of thing, but differ with respect to what 
is above and below. And to say the cities were put on a level footing 
involves something that is the same in things far removed, what is 
equal on a surface and in power. 

And the greatest number of elegant effects are the result of meta- 
phor combined with misdirection. For it becomes more evident in 
what respect one learns something when it goes against a disposi- 
tion toward the opposite, and the soul seems to say “How true, and 
yet I missed it.” In the case of quips, the elegant ones result from 
not meaning what one is saying, as in Stesichorus’ remark that the 
cicadas would be singing to themselves from the ground.” And 
well-made riddles are pleasing for the same reason, for learning and 
metaphor are involved, and what Theodorus calls speaking in inno- 
vative ways. This happens when something is paradoxical and not, 
as he puts it, “by our prior” opinion,” but like the turns of phrase in 
things that make us laugh (which jokes are capable of doing even by 
a turn in a letter, since it surprises us) and in poetic verses. For they 
do not go the way the listener assumes they will, in, for instance, “he 
marched on with his feet shod in frostbite,” which one imagines will 


231 The last clause is not strictly true, as Aristotle demonstrates in Bk. IX, Chap. 6, of 
the Metaphysics. The distinction between motion (kinésis) and activity (or being-at-work, 
energeia) is at a level of precision that goes beyond anything relevant to rhetoric, and 
is ignored here just as it was ignored earlier in this work in the definition of pleasure 
adopted for rhetorical purposes at the beginning of Bk. I, Chap. 11. 


232 See 1395a 1 and note. 


233 Aristotle seems to be giving Theodorus credit for a cute turn of phrase in pros 
tén emprosthen. 
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say boots. But this has to be clear at the moment it is said. The turn 
of a letter makes a word not have the meaning it has, but that of a 
word it turns into. For instance, in Theodorus’ remark to Nicon the 
harpist, “something’s bothering you,” he is only pretending to say 
“bothering,” and being tricky, since he means something else. So it is 
pleasing only to someone who understands it, since if one does not get 
the meaning of being a Thracian, it will not seem so elegant.“ There 
is also “you want to destroy him.” Both need to be said appositely, 
and so too with such elegant remarks as saying that being first at sea 
was not the first of the evils for the Athenians, since they profited 
from it. Or as Isocrates has it, that the city’s being first was the first 
of its evils. Both ways, something one does not imagine it will say is 
what is said, and one recognizes how it is true. For there is nothing 
clever in saying “first” is “first,” but he doesn’t mean it that way but 
differently, and the “first” that the other version denies is not the one 
it asserts, but a different one.?* 

In all these things, if the word is applied appositely by an ambi- 
guity or a metaphor, then it works well. For instance, in “Madden 
is maddening,” an ambiguity is alleged, but appositely if the man 
is unpleasant. And there is “don’t be more of a stranger than you 
have to be”; “no more of a stranger than you have to be” is the same 
thing as “a stranger doesn’t have to be a stranger forever,” since it 
also means “alien.” The same thing is involved in the celebrated line 
of Anaxandrides, 


It’s a beautiful thing to die before doing anything 
deserving death. 


For this is the same as saying “it’s a worthy thing to die when one 
is not worthy of dying,” or “it’s a worthy thing to die when death is 
not the worthy thing.” Now the form of wording in these is the same, 
but the fewer words it has and the more antithetical it is, the more 
highly regarded it will be. The reason is that there is more learning 
from something put antithetically, and it happens more quickly as a 
result of brevity. And something always needs to apply to the person 
it is said about and be said rightly, if what is said is to be true and 
not superficial; for it is possible to have these things separately, as in 
“one ought to die without having done any wrong,” or “a worthy 
man ought to marry a worthy woman,” which are not elegant. But 


234 Ross “dubiously” substitutes the verb thraxei for the thrattei the manuscripts 
have. It could then be separated into two words with the pronunciation of the vowels 
changed; the turn of a letter, by adding a descending pitch and an iota-subscript sound 
to the alpha, would change “something is bothering...” into “...are a Thracian.” An 
earlier commentator (Cope) explains the joke as meaning Nicon’s playing is no better 
than that of a Thracian slave girl. In the next example, “destroy” (persai) is some sort 
of pun on Persian women, but its exact meaning has been lost. 


235 The same word arché meant both “empire” and “beginning.” 
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something will be elegant if it has both qualities at the same time: 
“it’s a worthy thing to die when one is not worthy of dying.” And to 
the extent it has more such qualities, so much the more elegant will 
it appear, for instance if the words are metaphors and the metaphors 
are just so, and it is an antithesis and a balanced one, and it has active 
presence. 

And as was said in the discussion above about well-regarded 
similes, they are, in a certain manner, metaphors, since the state- 
ment of them always consists of two things, as in a metaphor based 
on analogy. We say, for instance, “a shield is the drinking bowl of 
Ares,” or “a bow is a chordless lyre.” In this form, then, they do not 
state something simply, but to say the bow is a lyre or the shield is a 
drinking bowl is the simple form. And people make similes this way 
too: a fluteplayer stands like an ape, or a person with a squint is like 
a sputtering lamp (since both are squeezed together). And the simile 
is well made whenever the metaphor is, since it is possible to make a 
simile that a shield is like a drinking bow] of Ares, or a ruin is like a 
rag of a house; and there is the simile Thrasymachus made when he 
saw Niceratus bested by Pratys at reciting, with his hair long and still 
dirty, by saying he was a Philoctetes bitten by Pratys.*” It is in these 
details most of all, when they do not handle them well, that poets 
produce flops, and they are well-received when they do handle them 
well—when they get a correlation, I mean: “he carries his legs like 
twisted parsley,” or “like Philammon sparring with a punching bag.” 
Allsuch things are similes, and the fact that similes are metaphors has 
been mentioned many times. Proverbs are metaphors too, from species 
to species; if, for instance, someone brings home something himself, 
in the belief that it is a good thing, and then it does harm, people say 
“he’s like the Carpathian with the hare,” since they both suffered in 
the way described. As for what makes things that are said elegant, 
then, and how, the reason has pretty much been stated. 

Well-regarded hyperboles are also metaphors, like the one about 
the fellow with the black eye: “you would have thought he was a 
basket of mulberries.” For his cheek is purplish, but this exaggerates 
it greatly. “Something like this-or-that” becomes a hyperbole by a 
change in the wording. “Like Philammon sparring with his punch- 
ing bag” becomes “you'd have thought he was Philammon fighting 
with his punching bag,” and “carrying his legs like twisted parsley” 
becomes “you'd have thought he didn’t have legs but stalks of 
parsley, they were so twisted.” There is something adolescent about 


236 Philoctetes was abandoned by the Greeks on the way to Troy, on a deserted 
island, when he was bitten by a snake. Sophocles’ Philoctetes takes place about ten 
years later, when he is wild-looking, with his wound still festering. Niceratus may 
have recited Philoctetes’ central speeches as a competition piece. 
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hyperboles, since they show intensity of feeling, and this is why angry 
people?” use them the most: 


Not even if he gave me as many gifts as there are grains 
of sand and dust... 

I wouldn't marry a daughter of Agamemnon, son of 
Atreus, 

Not even if her beauty rivaled Aphrodite who shines 
like gold, 

And her accomplishments rivaled those of Athene. 


Hence, it is unsuitable for an elderly person to speak in hyperboles, 
but Athenian rhetoricians make considerable use of them. 


Chapter 12. 

But one ought not to overlook the fact that a different wording fits 
with each kind of rhetoric. What is suited to a written speech is not 
the same as what suits debate, and the same wording is not suited to 
both a public assembly and a lawcourt. And it is necessary to have 
knowledge of both, since one involves knowing how to speak gram- 
matically, the other how to avoid being forced to keep silent when 
one wants to put one’s opinions out to others, which happens to 
people who have no skill at writing. Wording suitable for writing is 
the most concerned with precision, while that which is suitable for 
debate is the most concerned with performance (and with two forms 
of this, to convey character and to convey feeling). This is why actors 
are always hunting for plays with these qualities, and poets for actors 
with these skills. Poetry meant to be read gets a following; an example 
is that of Chaeremon, who is as precise as a speechwriter, and among 
dithyrambic poets there is Licymnius. If one puts the speeches side 
by side, those of the writers appear thin in contests, while those of 
speakers, however well delivered, appear unskillful when one has 
them in one’s hands. The reason is that in the contests, the ones con- 
cerned with performance are fitting, and hence, when the perform- 
ing is taken away, they are not doing their proper work and appear 
foolish. For instance, missing conjunctions and frequent repetitions 
of the same thing are rightly disapproved of in written work, but not 
in debate; rhetoricians tend to do these things too, since they go well 
with performance. 

But it is necessary to vary the way one says the same thing, as if 
this very thing guides the way one performs: “This is the man who 
robbed you; this is the man who cheated you; this is the man who tried 
to carry out the ultimate betrayal.” It is also the sort of thing Philemon 
the actor used to do in Anaxandrides’ Battle of the Old Men, when he 
would talk about Rhadamanthus and Palamades, and in the business 


237 The pre-eminent angry man in literature is Achilles, and the lines below are 
his, Iliad IX, 385, 388-390. 
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about “T” in the prologue to The Pious Ones. For if one does not do that 
sort of thing when acting, he becomes “the man lumbering around 
with a wooden beam.” And it is the same way with missing conjunc- 
tions: “I came, I met, I begged.” It is necessary to do some acting and 
not speak as though saying one thing in the same character and tone. 
And passages lacking conjunctions have a certain further peculiarity; 
a lot seems to be said in a given time, because a conjunction makes 
many things into one, so obviously when it is taken out, the one thing, 
on the contrary, will be many. Hence it makes for exaggeration: “I 
came, I discussed, I pleaded,” (which seems like a lot of things); “he 
ignored everything I said.” This is what Homer too is intending to 
do in “Nireus in turn, from Syme...Nireus, son of Aglaia...Nireus, 
who was the most handsome.” For if many things are said about 
someone, then he is necessarily referred to many times, so if he is 
referred to many times, it also seems that many things are being said. 
So through this fallacy Homer has enhanced someone mentioned only 
on one occasion, and made him famous without saying a word about 
him anywhere thereafter. 

Wording suited to public assemblies is in every way like scene- 
painting, since the bigger the crowd is, the farther off is the view, 
and hence in both cases precise details are a waste of effort and make 
things appear worse. But wording that suits a lawcourt is more precise, 
and more so still if it is addressed to a single judge, since that gives 
the least scope for rhetoric, because it is easier for him to take in at 
a glance what is appropriate to the matter at hand and what is alien 
to it; the trappings of a contest are absent, so the decision is pure. 
This is why the same rhetoricians are not well-regarded in all these 
forums; where performance counts most, there is the least precision 
in it, but that is the place where a voice counts, and a big voice counts 
most. The wording in speeches for display is the most suited to writ- 
ing, since being read is part of its work, with that for the lawcourt 
second. To take apart wording any more than this, and say it ought 
to be pleasing or magnificent, is a waste of effort. Why should it be 
that rather than be temperate or generous, or have any other virtue 
of character there may be? It is perfectly clear that the things already 
described will make it be pleasing, if indeed the virtue of wording 
has been rightly defined. For what other purpose does it need to be 
clear and not low-class but appropriate? If it is wordy, or cut short, it 
is not clear; it is obvious that the mean is fitting. And the things that 
have been described will make it pleasant if it is well blended with the 
customary and the unfamiliar, with rhythm, and with the persuasive 
element that comes from what suits the situation. What has to do 
with wording has been discussed, then, as it concerns all speaking in 


238 Iliad II, 671-673. 
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common and each kind in particular. What is left is to speak about 
the arrangement of a speech. 


Chapter 13. 

There are two parts to a speech, since it is necessary to state the 
matter it concerns, and to demonstrate it. Hence stating it without 
demonstrating it or demonstrating it without stating it are both 
impossible, since anyone who makes a demonstration demonstrates 
something, and anyone who sets out a statement sets it out for the 
sake of demonstrating it. One of these parts is the laying out of the 
statement, the other is making it persuasive, the same way someone 
might make a division between a problem and a demonstration. But 
nowadays people make a ridiculous set of divisions, for a narrative 
presumably belongs only to a courtroom speech; how could there be 
a place for the sort of narrative they speak of in a speech for display 
or for a public assembly, or rebuttals to an opponent, or an epilogue 
to demonstrations? And in speeches for public assemblies, an intro- 
duction, weighing of opposing arguments, and recapitulation come 
up at times when there is a controversy, since this often involves 
accusation and defense, but giving advice does not entail this. Further- 
more, an epilogue does not even belong in every courtroom speech, 
if, for instance, the speech is short or the matter it concerns is easy to 
remember, since it comes in to take out some of the length. 

The necessary parts, therefore, are the laying-out and persuading. 
These are the proper ones, and at most there are an introduction, 
laying-out, persuasion, and epilogue. For rebuttals to an opponent 
are part of the persuasion, and weighing opposing arguments is an 
expansion of one’s own argument, and thus a part of the means of 
persuasion, since someone who does this is demonstrating something; 
but the introduction is no part of this, and the epilogue is not either, 
but only serves as a reminder. If one keeps making such divisions 
the way those around Theodorus used to do, there will be the one 
narrative and also a post-narrative and a pre-narrative, and both a 
counter-argument and a counter-counter-argument. But one ought to 
impose a name only when speaking of something that has a form of 
its own and a differentiation; otherwise it becomes empty and silly, 
like what Licymnius does in his Art, making up names for straighta- 
heading, offleading, and outbranching. 


Chapter 14. 

The introduction is the beginning of a speech, what a prologue is 
in poetry and a prelude in flute-playing, for all these are the sort of 
beginnings that pave the way for what follows. And a flute prelude is 
similar to the introduction in speeches for display, since flute-players 
also begin by playing whatever they are good at and connecting it 
with the lead-in to the piece, and one ought to write the same way in 
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speeches for display, saying straight off whatever one likes, then get- 
ting to the lead-in and making a connection with it, which is exactly 
what everyone does. An example is the introduction to Isocrates’ Helen, 
since sophistical debaters have nothing in common with Helen, but 
even if one gets off the subject with it, it is fitting for the whole speech 
not to be monotonous. 

What is said in the introductions to speeches for display can be 
drawn from praise or blame. Gorgias, for instance, in his Olympic 
speech, praises those who instituted the public festivals, saying “you 
are worthy of being widely admired, men of Greece,” while Isocrates 
blames them because they honored bodily excellence with prizes but 
made no award to those who use their intelligence well. It can also be 
drawn from advice, saying for instance that one ought to honor those 
who are good, so he himself goes on to praise Aristides, or honor the 
sort of people who are not well-regarded but not unworthy, but whose 
goodness has been obscured, like Priam’s son Paris; this speaker is 
giving advice. Then too, it can be drawn from introductions to court- 
room speeches, that is, from the appeals to the listener to be tolerant 
if the speech has to do with anything paradoxical or difficult or talked 
about often by many people, like Choerilus’s line, 


These days, when every subject has already been taken. 


So the introductions to speeches for display are drawn from these 
materials, from praise, blame, exhortation, warning, and appeals 
to the listener, and the lead-in has to be either alien to the speech or 
proper to it. 

What one needs to grasp about the introductions to courtroom 
speeches is that they have exactly the same import as the prologues 
of plays and the introductory portions of epic poems. Those of dithy- 
rambs are like those of speeches for display: “For your sake and for 
the sake of your gifts and loot.” But in dramatic prologues and epics 
it is a sample of the story, so people may know in advance what the 
story is about and not have their thoughts left in suspense, since what 
is indeterminate causes confusion; so someone who puts the begin- 
ning in the listener’s hand, so to speak, lets him follow the story by 
holding on to it. This is what the following” are for: 


Sing, goddess, the wrath... 

Tell me, muse, of the man... 

Lead me to another story, how out of the land of Asia 
A great war came into Europe... 


Tragic poets too reveal what the drama is about, if not straight off 
in a prologue the way Euripides does, then somewhere at least, like 


239 The beginnings of the Iliad, the Odyssey, and an epic on the Persian Wars by the 
same Choerilus quoted in the previous paragraph complaining that all poetic subjects 
had been used up before his time. 
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Sophocles’ “My father was Polybius.”™° And comedy does the same 
thing. This, then, is the most necessary and proper job of the intro- 
duction, to reveal what the end is for the sake of which the speech is 
made, and this is why there is no use for an introduction if the speech 
is clear or brief. 

The other forms of introductions people use are remedial, and 
common to speeches of all kinds. What is said in these deals with 
the speaker, the hearer, the subject, and the opponent. About oneself 
and one’s opponent, it deals with the sorts of things that refute or 
produce prejudice. But these are not handled the same way; things 
dealing with prejudice are treated first by a defendant, but in an epi- 
logue by an accuser. The reason why is not obscure; it is necessary 
for a defendant, when he is about to introduce himself, to clear away 
obstacles, so prejudice has to be refuted first, but the one attacking him 
needs to do his attacking in an epilogue so people will remember it 
better. What deals with the listener comes from making him favorably 
inclined or from making him angry, and sometimes from making him 
attentive or just the opposite; for it is not always to one’s advantage to 
make him attentive, which is why many speakers try to lead people 
into laughter. Everything will lead to a readiness to be instructed if 
one wants it to, and especially seeming to be a decent person, since 
people pay more attention to them. They are attentive to things that 
are important, that specially concern them, that incite their wonder, 
or that are pleasing, and hence one ought to impart the idea that the 
speech is about things of those kinds. But to make them inattentive, 
one ought to impart the idea that the subject is of small importance, 
that it has nothing to do with them, or that it is painful. 

But it should not be overlooked that all such things are extrane- 
ous to the argument, for they are aimed at a low class of listener who 
listens to things outside the matter at hand, since, if he is not of that 
sort, there is no need for an introduction, other than just enough to 
state the matter in summary fashion, so that, like a body, it can have 
a head. What is more, making people attentive is a need common to 
all parts of a speech if it is needed at all, since attention slackens more 
everywhere else but when things are starting out; hence it is ridiculous 
to assign this to the beginning, when all the listeners are paying the 
most attention. Therefore, when the moment is right, one ought to 
say, “and pay attention to me now with all your mind, for it is in your 
interest no less than in mine,” or “I’m about to tell you a thing such 
as you have never yet heard, so strange and wonderful.” This is, as 
Prodicus used to say, tossing the listeners some of the fifty-buck stuff 
when they start to nod off. But it is obvious that this is not directed 


240 Oedipus Tyrannus, line 774, about halfway through the play. This is a play that 
depends on concealment, but when the main character begins revealing his hidden 
history, he does so like a good speaker. 
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at the listener in his capacity as a listener, since in the introductions 
everyone is arousing prejudice or allaying fears:”"! 


My lord, I will not say that I come with speed. 
Why the preamble? 


People do this when they have a weak case, or seem to, since it is better 
to spend their time anywhere other than on the matter at hand, which 
is why slaves do not give answers but speak in circumlocutions and 
preambles. The means one ought to use to make people favorably 
inclined have been discussed, along with each of the other things of 
that kind; and since it has been well said,” 


Grant that I come among the Phaiakians befriended 
or pitied, 


these are the two things one should aim for. 

In speeches for display, one ought to make the listener think he is 
included in the praise, either himself or his family or his way of life, 
or in some other way, for what Socrates says in the funeral speech” 
is true, that it is not difficult to praise Athenians among Athenians, 
but among Spartans it is. Introductions to speeches before public 
assemblies are derived from those of courtroom speeches, though in 
the nature of things they have them least; for certainly people know 
what they are about, and the subject needs no introduction, other than 
on account of the speaker himself or his opponents, or if people do 
not take the matter to be of the degree of importance you want them 
to, but either more or less. In that case it is necessary either to arouse 
or allay prejudice, or to exaggerate or minimize the matter, and for 
the sake of these things an introduction is needed. Or it may be for 
the purpose of ornamentation, since speeches seem hastily slapped 
together if they do not have them. Gorgias’s encomium of the Eleans 
is like that, for with no preliminary stretching or shadow-boxing he 
starts right off, “Elis, happy city.” 


Chapter 15. 

As for prejudice, one approach is drawn from things one may use 
to dispel a scornful assumption (and it makes no difference whether 
anyone has stated it or not, so this is universally applicable); another 
topic would involve confronting the allegations one is disputing, either 
on the grounds that they are not the case, or that they did no harm, 
or not to that person, or not so much, or that there was no injustice, 
or not a big one, or no disgrace about it, or none of any magnitude. 


241 The following lines are Sophocles’ Antigone, 223, and Euripides’ Iphigenia Among 
the Taurians 1162. 


242 Odyssey VII, 327. 
243 That is, in Plato’s Menexenus, 235D. 
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These are the sorts of things that get disputed, as Iphicrates did against 
Nausicrates, for he said he did what Nausicrates alleged, and did 
him harm, but did not do any injustice. Or one who has committed 
an injustice may set off one thing against another, saying that if it 
was harmful it was still a beautiful thing to do, or if it was painful 
it was still beneficial, or something else like that. Another topic is to 
say what happened was a mistake, a piece of bad luck, or a matter of 
necessity, the way Sophocles said his trembling was not a ploy to seem 
old, as his attacker claimed, but from necessity, since it was not by 
choice that he was eighty years old. Or one may offset the deed with 
its motive, saying that one did not mean to do harm but so-and-so, 
or did not do that which one is being attacked for, but caused harm 
accidentally: “it would be a just thing to hate me if I had done it in 
order for that to happen.” 

Another topic may be used if one’s attacker has been implicated in 
something similar, currently or previously, himself or through any of 
those close to him; and another if others are implicated whom people 
agree are not guilty of the thing one is attacked for—if, say, the claim 
is that one is a womanizer because he is a fussy dresser, then one may 
say that a certain party must also be one. Another may be used if the 
attacker or someone other than he has attacked other people, or they 
have been under suspicion the way one now is oneself without being 
charged, and they have been shown not to be guilty. Another topic 
involves counterattacking one’s attacker, for it would be absurd if his 
words were trustworthy when he himself is not. Another topic applies 
if a judgment has already been made, as Euripides retorted against 
Hygiaenon in a suit for confiscation of property, when Hygiaenon 
accused him of impiety, saying he had composed a line encouraging 
people to break oaths, namely 


My tongue has sworn, but my heart was not in on 
the swearing. 


He said Hygiaenon was committing an injustice by bringing into the 
lawcourts judgments that belonged in the Dionysiac competition, 
for he had given an account of his words there, or would give one 
if anyone wanted to make an accusation.” Another topic makes an 
accusation on the basis of the prejudice, saying how big an effect it 
has, and that this is because it causes judgments to be changed, and 
because it does not put its trust in the fact of the matter. 


244 The line is 612 of the Hippolytus, which had taken first prize at the festival of 
Dionysus, where tragedies were performed as a religious observance. Hence, the 
judges there had implicitly found it free of impiety. Hippolytus in fact does keep his 
oath, as one may see from the lines beginning at 656. The reference to confiscation 
(antidosis) appears to mean that one of the two men was trying to get out of bearing 
the cost of some public benefaction by getting the debt levied against the other. The 
accusation of impiety would not have been the original cause of action, but an attempt 
to discredit Euripides during the trial. 
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A topic shared by both sides is to argue from circumstantial indi- 
cations; in the Teucer,” for instance, Odysseus says that Teucer is a 
relative of Priam, whose sister Hesione was, but Teucer says that his 
father Telamon was an enemy of Priam, and that he himself had not 
denounced the spies. Another topic for the one making the attack is 
to blame someone for a great fault concisely after going on at length 
praising some small thing, or after laying out many good points, to 
blame one thing that bears on the matter at hand. People who do these 
sorts of things are the most artful and the most unjust, since their 
endeavor is to use things that are good to harm someone, by mixing 
them with the bad.™° And one common to attacker and defender: 
since the same action admits of being done for more than one reason, 
the attacker needs to impute an evil motive by taking it at its worst, 
while the defender takes it at its best; for instance, that Diomedes 
chose Odysseus, on the one interpretation, because of assuming he 
was the best man, and on the other, because he was not, but for being 
the only one who was no rival, since he was so worthless.” 


Chapter 16. 

Let that much be said about prejudice. As for narrative, in speeches 
for display, it is not consecutive but piecemeal. One does need to go 
over the actions the speech is based on, since the speech is a com- 
posite, containing one element that is not artful (since the speaker 
is in no way responsible for the actions), and another that is derived 
from art; this latter consists of showing either that something is the 
case, if it is hard to credit, or that it is of a certain sort or of a certain 
magnitude, or all these things. And the reason one sometimes ought 
not to narrate everything consecutively is that showing things that 
way makes them hard to remember; on the basis of these actions, the 
subject of the speech is courageous, on the basis of these others he is 
wise or just. And this sort of speech is simpler, while the other sort is 
like embroidery and not plain cloth. One need only remind people of 
well-known actions; hence many speeches have no need of a narrative, 
as when you want to praise Achilles, since everyone knows his acts, 
and one needs only to make use of them. But if the subject is Critias, 
there is need of a narrative, for not many people know about him.” 

And the way people say nowadays that a narrative ought to 
be rapid is ridiculous. As someone said to a baker, when he asked 


245 A lost play of Sophocles. Hesione was Teucer’s mother. 

246 George Kennedy aptly cites Antony’s repetition of “Brutus is an honorable man” 
in his funeral speech in Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar. 

247 Book X of the Iliad depicts a brutal and successful night raid behind Trojan lines 
by two Greek warriors. Diomedes volunteers first and picks Odysseus as his partner, 
citing his determination and cunning as the reasons for his choice. 

248 Something is missing from the manuscripts here, and the next paragraph 
concerns courtroom speeches. 
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whether he should knead the bread hard or soft, “Why can’t you make 
it just right?” It is similar here, since one ought not to go on narrating 
at length any more than go on at length with the introduction or with 
making the persuasive arguments. Here too, what is right is not rapid 
or curtailed but in measure: this is a matter of saying as much as will 
make the fact clear, or as much as will make people take it to have 
happened, to have done harm or injustice, or to have been as serious 
as you want them to consider it, or the opposite for the opposing 
speaker. And you should include in the narration anything that has 
a bearing on your own virtue (such as “I kept warning him not to 
abandon his children, always arguing for what was just”), or on the 
other person’s vice (“but he answered me that there would be other 
children wherever he might be,” which is the answer Herodotus 
says the Egyptian deserters” gave), or anything that will please the 
jurors. But the narrative of the defendant is shorter, since the things 
he is taking issue with are either that the thing happened, that it was 
harmful, that it was unjust, or that it was as serious as alleged, so 
time ought not to be wasted on what is agreed, unless anything in 
it points in that direction—if it suggests, for instance that the thing 
was done but was not unjust. Also, except for what excites pity or 
horror when narrated as going on in the present, one ought to speak 
of things as having happened in the past; examples are the tale told 
to Alcinous, which when addressed to Penelope is condensed into 
sixty lines, and also the way Phayllus handled the epic cycle, and the 
prologue of the Oeneus.” 

The narrative should be designed to reveal a state of character, and 
this will be the case if we know what makes a state of character be what 
it is. One way to do this is to reveal the choice that was made, and by 
what sort of choice this is, what sort of character is present, and what 
sort of choice it is in turn by what sort of end it aimed at. The reason 
mathematical treatises do not involve states of character is that they 
do not involve choice; there is no that-for-the-sake-of-which in them. 
But Socratic dialogues do, since they talk about things of that kind. 
Other things indicative of character are the details that accompany 
each state of character, for instance that someone kept walking at the 
same time he was talking, for this reveals a self-assured and uncouth 
character. And character is not revealed by speaking in the way that 
reflects thinking, the way people nowadays write, but in the way that 
reflects the making of a choice: “I wanted it because that was what I 
chose; if I get no benefit from it, still it is the better thing.” One way 
is that of someone with practical judgment, but the other is that of a 
good person, for the mark of someone with practical judgment is seen 


249 Who went off to Ethiopia, leaving their families behind. See II, 30 of the History. 


250 The original tale told to Alcinous by Odysseus fills Bks. IX-XII of the Odyssey 
and thousands of lines. The other two examples are unknown, apart from the fact 
that the Oeneus was by Euripides. 
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in the pursuit of something beneficial, while that of a good person is 
seen in the pursuit of something beautiful. And if the choice is some- 
thing hard to believe, then add the reason, the way Sophocles does; 
an example comes from his Antigone," who says she cared more 
for her brother than for a husband or children, because they could be 
replaced when they die, 


But with a mother and father already departed into the 
realm of Hades 

There will never be any other brother who can come 
to birth. 


And if you have no reason to give, you can still say that you are not 
unaware it is hard to believe but you are just that way by nature; for 
people do not believe anyone does anything willingly except what 
is advantageous. 

Speak also of things that convey feeling, narrating even those 
accompanying details that people know about that are particularly 
characteristic of yourself or the other person: “he carried himself off, 
glowering at me.” And there is the way Aeschines said of Cratylus that 
he was hissing and shaking his fists. Details like these are persuasive, 
because these things which people know about those others become 
indicators of things they do not know. The greatest number of such 
details may be taken from Homer: 


So she spoke, and then the old woman covered her face 
with her hands,” 


for when people are starting to cry, they hold their hands over their 
eyes. Introduce yourself right away as a certain kind of person, so 
people will be looking at you that way, and do the same for your 
opponent; but do this unobtrusively. One sees how easy this is from 
messengers, for we know nothing about them, but we still get some 
impression. But narration ought to be in many places, and sometimes 
not at the beginning. 

In speeches before public assemblies, there is the least narrative, 
because no one can give a narrative of the future, but if there is any 
narration, let it be about the past, so that people will take better coun- 
sel about what comes later by remembering those things. One may 


251 The lines quoted are 911-912 of the play of that name. Jebb, editor of an authori- 
tative edition of the works of Sophocles (and also a translator of the Rhetoric), rejects 
as spurious a 16-line passage that contains these verses, attributing it to Sophocles’ 
son, or “some other sorry poet” before Aristotle’s time. His reason is that the lines 
are illogical, inconsistent with earlier statements by Antigone, and in spots ungram- 
matical. But Sophocles knows how to depict a character collapsing under the weight 
of a doom-laden choice, clinging to the last shreds of rationalization for a choice made 
out of sheer love and loyalty, and Aristotle knows how to recognize the authentic 
voice of a great poet. 


252 Odyssey XIX, 361. 
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either be attacking or praising what was done, but at such moments 
one is not doing the job that belongs to an advisor. And if there is 
anything hard to believe in the narrative, one ought to promise right 
away both to give a reason and to get it all squared away the way 
people want it, the way Carcinus’s Jocasta, in his Oedipus, is always 
making promises when the man who is looking for her son asks her 
questions, and there is also Sophocles’ Haemon.**? 


Chapter 17. 

Persuasive arguments ought to be like demonstrations, and since 
the matter in dispute is of one of four kinds, one ought to demon- 
strate it by applying the demonstration to the one that is disputed. If, 
for instance, it is disputed that something happened, in the trial one 
ought to bring in a demonstration of that most of all, but if what is 
disputed is that it did harm, of that, and the same way if the claim is 
that it was not so serious or that it was done justly. And if the dispute 
is about whether the thing happened, let it not go unnoticed that this 
is the only sort of dispute in which there is necessarily fraud on the 
part of one or the other person, since ignorance is not responsible for 
it, as it could be if there were some people in dispute about a matter 
of justice; so then some time needs to be spent on this, but not in the 
other cases. But as for the exaggeration in speeches for display, the 
bulk of it will be to the effect that things are beautiful or beneficial, 
since the facts have to be taken on trust; for people seldom bring in 
demonstrations of them as well, and only if they are hard to believe 
or if some other person gets the credit for them. In speeches before 
public assemblies, one may either dispute the fact that something will 
happen, or argue that even though what the opponent is calling for 
will happen, still it will not be just, or not beneficial, or not such a big 
matter. And one ought also to see whether he is lying about anything 
outside the main issue, since these have the appearance of criteria for 
concluding that he is lying about other things too. 

Examples are more suited for use with public assemblies, 
enthymemes with lawcourts. For the former are dealing with the 
future, and so it is necessary to speak of examples from the past, while 
the latter are concerned with what is or is not the case, about which 
there is more demonstration and necessity, because something that 
has happened has a necessity to it. But one ought not to state a series 
of enthymemes but mix in other things; otherwise they undercut one 
another. For there is a limit to their amount: 


253 The reference is usually taken to be to Antigone 683-723 (but see also 1418b 
31-32 below); Haemon perhaps seems to promise to tell a story that will make Creon 
change his mind. But Aristotle could be thinking of the report of Haemon’s death by 
a messenger who enters at 1152, but does not begin his narrative until 1196. 
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My friend, you've said as much as a sensible man should,”™ 


not the sort of things a sensible man should. And do not look for 
enthymemes about everything; otherwise you will be doing the same 
thing some philosophers do, who make syllogisms to prove things 
that are better known and more reliable than the premises from which 
they argue. And when you are working to produce feeling, do not 
state an enthymeme, since the enthymeme will either drive out the 
feeling, or be delivered to no purpose; for simultaneous motions drive 
each other out, and make each other either indiscernible or weak. 
And when the speech is meant to convey character, one ought not to 
look for an enthymeme at the same time, since a demonstration does 
not contain either character or a choice. But maxims are to be used 
both in narrative and in persuasive argument, since they do convey 
character: “I gave it to him, even though I know those words, ‘Don’t 
trust anybody.’” And they are useful if one is speaking with feeling: 
“I have no regrets, even though I suffered injustice, for gain tips the 
scales to his side but justice to mine.” 

Speaking for a public assembly is more difficult than speaking in 
a courtroom, and reasonably so, because it is about something in the 
future, while there it is about something in the past, which is already 
known even to the soothsayers, as Epimenides of Crete used to say (for 
he practiced divination not about future events but about obscure past 
events); also, the law is the foundation for courtroom speeches, and it is 
easier to devise a demonstration when one has a starting point. Public 
assembly speeches do not contain many lengthy digressions, on one’s 
opponent, say, or oneself, or to put feeling into them; they have such 
things least of all, unless someone is trying to change the subject. In 
that case, when at a loss, one ought to do something Athenian rhetori- 
cians do, especially Isocrates, for even when giving advice he makes 
some accusation, against the Spartans for instance in his Panegyric, 
and against Chares in his speech on the allies.’ And in speaking for 
display, one ought to intersperse praises through the speech the way 
Isocrates does, since he is always bringing in someone or other. And 
what Gorgias used to say, that speech never fails him, amounts to 
the same thing, for if he is speaking about Achilles, he praises Peleus, 
then Aeacus, then the god; likewise, if he is speaking about courage, 
either it produces this and that, or it has such-and-such an aspect to 
it. Someone who has demonstrations needs to deliver them not only 
demonstratively, but in a way that conveys character as well; but if 
you have no enthymemes, speak so as to convey character. In fact, it 
is more fitting for a decent person to show himself as honest than for 
his argument to be precise. 


254 Odyssey IV, 204. 
255 The usual title given to the latter is On the Peace. 
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Among enthymemes, counterarguments are more highly regarded 
than those that show something directly, because when anything 
produces a refutation it is more evident that it has reached a logical 
conclusion; for contraries are easier to discern when they are side-by- 
side. Rebuttals to one’s opponent do not constitute a different form but 
are included among persuasive arguments, refuting things in some 
cases by objection and in others by syllogism. In advisory speaking 
and in court as well, the opening speaker ought to state his own per- 
suasive arguments first, and after that meet the opposing arguments 
by refuting them and pulling them to pieces before they can be made. 
But if the case for the opposition has a lot to it, one ought to meet the 
opposing arguments first, the way Callistratus did in the Messenian 
assembly, for it was only after a preemptive refutation of this kind that 
he said the things he was going to say. The person who speaks later 
needs to argue first against the opposing speech, giving refutations 
and countersyllogisms, especially if the first speech has been well 
received; for just as the soul is not receptive to a human being when 
prejudice has been aroused, it is similarly not receptive to a speech if 
the adversary seems to have spoken well. So it is necessary to make 
room in the listener for the speech he is going to hear, and there will 
be room for it if you invalidate the previous one. Hence it is only after 
combating in this way all the points in it, or the most important ones, 
or those that were well received, or those that are easy to refute, that 
one should make one’s own persuasive arguments: 


First I shall come to the defense of the goddesses... 
For Hera, I... 


In these lines the speaker has touched on the most foolish point 
first.” 

These things have dealt with persuasive arguments. On the sub- 
ject of character, since some things one may say about oneself have 
something invidious, wordy, or contradictory in them, and some 
things one may say about another person contain something abusive 
or rude, one should make someone else say them, which is exactly 
what Isocrates does in his Philippus and Antidosis. It is also the way 
Archilochus casts blame, for in his invective?” he makes the father 
say about the daughter, 


256 The lines are 969 and 971 of Euripides’ Trojan Women. Hecuba is the speaker, 
replying to Helen. 


257 Literally, in his iambic poem. Iambic verse was the forerunner of comedy, and 
ridiculed particular people known to the audience. Archilochus had been engaged to 
the daughter, but her father broke it off; he got his revenge on both by putting attacks 
on the daughter in the mouth of the father. In the next example, he invents a character 
to deliver his own criticisms of wealth. The preceding examples from the two speeches 
of Isocrates are praises of himself that he attributes to others. The reference below to 
Sophocles’ Antigone is to lines 683-723. 
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There is nothing one cannot expect, nothing prevented by 
a sworn oath; 


and he has the carpenter Charon who says at the beginning of an 
invective, 


Not for me the belongings of a Gyges, 


and it is the way Sophocles represents what Haemon says to his father 
on behalf of Antigone as though others were saying it. And one ought to 
vary the enthymemes sometimes by making them maxims; for instance, 
“People with good sense should reconcile with those who are enjoy- 
ing good fortune, since that’s the way they can get the most out of it,” 
which, in the form of an enthymeme, is “if one ought to reconcile when 
reconciliation would be most beneficial and one would get the most out 
of it, one ought to reconcile with people enjoying good fortune.” 


Chapter 18. 

In regard to posing questions, the most opportune moment to do so 
is when the other person has already spoken, so that, when one more 
question has been asked, an absurdity results. Pericles, for instance, 
questioned Lampon about the celebration of the rites of the savior 
goddess, and when he replied that it was not possible for an uninitiate 
to hear about them, asked if he knew them himself; when Lampon 
claimed he did, Pericles asked “How, since you are an uninitiate?” A 
second opportune moment for posing a question is when one point is 
obvious, and it is clear to the questioner that his opponent will grant 
another point, but once he has gotten the one premise in response, 
he should not ask an additional question about the obvious one, but 
just state the conclusion, the way Socrates did; when Meletus claimed 
Socrates did not believe in gods, the latter, having asked whether he 
did speak of a certain divinity, then asked whether divinities were not 
either children of gods or something godlike, and when the former 
stated “They certainly are,” said “Who believes there are children of 
gods but no gods?”** Another opportune moment is when one is about 
to show that his opponent is either saying opposite things or speak- 
ing paradoxically. A fourth is when the one answering has no option 
but to evade the question in a sophistical manner, for if he replies 
like that, “It is and it isn’t,” or “Some are and some aren’t,” or “Ina 
certain respect it is, but in a certain respect it isn’t,” people will hoot 
at him for having no answer. But do not attempt to pose a question in 
any other circumstances, for if the opponent has an objection”” to it, 
you will seem to have been defeated; for it is not possible to ask a lot 
of questions, due to the weakness of the listener, for the same reason 
that one needs to make enthymemes as compact as possible. 


258 Plato's Apology, 27C. 


259 Not just a protest, but a logical objection, as discussed at the beginning of Bk. 
II, Chap. 25, above, that exposes a faulty assumption behind the question. 
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But when a question can be taken in two ways, one ought to answer 
by making a distinction in its meaning, and not be concise, bringing in 
a refutation of seeming contradictions right away in reply before one’s 
opponent asks the follow-up question or draws a conclusion, since it 
is not difficult to foresee where the argument is going. But this point 
is evident to us from the Topics, as are the available refutations.*” And 
when a conclusion is drawn, if one’s opponent forms the conclusion 
as a question, one ought to state a reason, the way Sophocles did when 
asked by Peisander whether it had seemed good to him, as it did to the 
rest of the constitutional committee, to establish the government of the 
Four Hundred. He said it did, and Peisander asked “What? Didn’t their 
actions seem to you to be iniquitous?”; he said they did, and Peisander 
asked, “So then you took part in these iniquitous acts?” and he said “Yes, 
because there was no better alternative.” And there was the Spartan who 
was called to account for his term as ephor, who when asked whether 
it seemed to him the other ephors had been justly put to death, said it 
did; he was asked “and did you not impose the same measures they 
did,” and said he did, and when the other went on “then wouldn’t it 
be just for you to be put to death too?” he said “by no means, since 
they did those things because they took money to, but I did them not 
for that reason but by my judgment.” This is why one should ask no 
further questions after the conclusion, and not put the conclusion as a 
question, unless the balance of truth is far to one’s own side. 

As for jokes, since they seem to have some usefulness in competitive 
speaking, and Gorgias was speaking rightly when he said one ought 
to defuse the seriousness of his opponents with a joke and their joking 
with seriousness, there is a discussion in the Poetics of the various forms 
of joking,”*' some of which are and some of which are not fit for use 
by a civilized” person, so one may choose what fits him. Irony”® is a 
more suitable style for civilized people than clowning, since someone 
who is ironic is making the joke to his own standard, while someone 
who is clownish is making it to that of someone else. 


Chapter 19. 

The concluding section of a speech is made up of four elements: 
setting up the listener to be favorable toward oneself and unfavorable 
toward one’s opponent; exaggerating and understating things; getting 
the listener into certain states of feeling; and reminding him of things. 
For after demonstrating that one is truthful oneself and one’s opponent 
untruthful, it is natural to indulge in praise and blame and hammer 


260 Bk. VII, Chaps. 4-7 
261 This is not in the extant portion. 


262 Literally “free” as opposed to a slave or someone with the habits and tastes 
of a slave. 


263 See the note to 489E of the Gorgias. 
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things home. And one needs to aim at one of two impressions: that 
one is good and one’s opponent bad either on these particular matters 
or simply. And the things on the basis of which one needs to present 
this impression, the topics by which one needs to present people as 
being of serious worth or no worth, have been discussed.” And after 
that, since things have already been shown to be the case, it is a natural 
step to exaggerate or understate their importance; for one needs to 
acknowledge the facts if one is going to speak of the degree of their 
importance, since growth in bodies too is from the pre-existing parts. 
And the topics by which one needs to exaggerate and understate things 
have been set out above.” After these things, when the sorts of things 
one is dealing with and their degree of importance is clear, one needs 
to lead the listener to certain feelings. These are pity, horror, anger, 
hatred, envy, emulation, and antagonism, and these topics too have 
been discussed above,“ so what remains is to remind people of what 
has previously been said. It is fitting to do this by the method people 
recommend for introductions, though it is not fitting there, since they 
are not right in saying that. For what they tell people to do is to say 
things a number of times so they will be easy to understand. Now in 
an introduction one should state the matter at hand in order that the 
point to be decided on will not be missed, but it is in the conclusion 
that one should go through the points by which it has been shown, 
hitting the high spots. 

The point to start with is that one has delivered what one prom- 
ised, so one needs to say what the promises were and how they were 
kept. And this may be articulated by a comparison with what one’s 
opponent has done, by comparing the things both have said on the 
same point, either directly (“here’s what he said about these things 
and here’s what I said and why”), or from an ironic standpoint (such 
as, “he said that and I said this; now what would he have done if that’s 
what he had shown, rather than what he did show?”), or in the form 
of a question (“what then has been shown?” or “what did he show?”) 
So the conclusion may be made by a comparison either in that point- 
by-point fashion, or following the natural course by which things 
were argued, the way one’s own arguments went and then in turn, if 
you want it, a separate reminder of the points in the opposing speech. 
And a lack of conjunctions in the wording makes a fitting finish, so it 
can be the topping”” on a speech rather than a speech: “I’ve spoken; 
you've listened; you have it; you judge.” 


264 In Bk. I, Chap. 9, above. 
265 InI 19. 
266 InIT, 1-11. 


267 “Topping on a speech” is an attempt to get at the etymological sense of the 
word epilogos, which has been translated up to this point as “concluding section.” The 
exemplary ending Aristotle suggests, which here forms the topping on the whole of the 
Rhetoric, is adapted from the end of Against Eratosthenes, a speech written by Lysias. 
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Advisory speaking (sumbouleutiké) Artful speech before a public assembly, 
urging the undertaking of some action, measure, or policy as advantageous 
to the community, or warning against it as disadvantageous. One of the 
three main forms of rhetoric distinguished by Aristotle in Bk. I, Chap. 3, of 
the Rhetoric. Sometimes called deliberative speaking in other translations, 
but the activity of the speaker is advice (sumboulé), while deliberation 
(boulé) is the function of the assembly he addresses. Aristotle sometimes 
calls this form of rhetoric démégoriké, public-assembly speaking. 


Art (techné) The skilled, practised, know-how to achieve an end reliably, in 
any realm from horse-riding to shoemaking to doctoring to poetry to 
mathematics. In the Gorgias, Socrates raises the question whether rhetoric 
is an art (see note to 447C), and denies that what Gorgias and Polus say 
they do is an artful pursuit, claiming instead that it is a combination of 
guesswork and experience at pandering to the irrational desires and tastes 
of ignorant crowds (463A-465D). Aristotle begins Chapter 1 of the Rhetoric 
by arguing that rhetoric is obviously by its nature an art, whether anyone 
has ever pursued it artfully or not, since an end that some people achieve 
haphazardly, and others repeatedly but in ignorance, could be approached 
methodically by someone who had studied its causes. He begins Chapter 
2 by making it clear that he means by rhetoric not mere practical skill at 
persuasion but an informed skill, based on the theoretical study (theoria) 
of all the causes that go into making an opinion persuasive by speech. 


Assonance (paromoidsis) Any similarity of sound in whole or part of a pair of 
words used at the ends or beginnings of successive clauses or phrases. 
Aristotle gives examples of this at the end of Book III, Chap. 9, of the 
Rhetoric as a technique that contributes to a periodic style. 


Conclusion (sumperasma) A statement that is a necessary consequence of 
two other statements. When Aristotle refers to the final portion of speech 
(epilogos) as a conclusion, this translation of the Rhetoric always uses some 
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such phrase as “concluding section,” or once, at the very end of the work, 
“the topping ona speech.” 


Courtroom speaking (dikaniké) Artful pleading of a case in a court of law, in 
accusation or defense, over an alleged act of injustice. One of the three 
main forms of rhetoric distinguished by Aristotle in Bk. I, Chap. 3, of the 
Rhetoric. Sometimes called forensic speaking in other translations. 


Demonstration (apodeixis) The activity by which the necessary truth of any- 
thing is made obvious. Aristotle does not use the word for the merely 
formal construction of arguments with logically necessary conclusions, 
but only for reasoning that reveals consequences of things things that are 
self-evident. Strict demonstration cannot have a central role in rhetorical 
speech, but it is the pattern that the most persuasive rhetorical argumenta- 
tion approximates in enthymemes (1355a 3 and following). 


Dialectic (dialektiké) The verb dialegesthai means to engage in conversation. 
At 448D-E of the Gorgias, Socrates contrasts it with rhetoric, as speech 
that respects the opinion of the person addressed. Speech that is like 
conversation, or dialektikos, would not merely praise or blame something 
but establish common ground by saying what it is. Hence the give and 
take of conversation may lead people to pursue the presuppositions and 
consequences of their opinions, and in other Platonic dialogues, such as the 
Republic, this activity is given the name dialectic. Aristotle uses the word 
dialectic for the primary philosophic activity, that goes beyond conversa- 
tion to become an artful pursuit of knowledge from an origin in opinions. 
The argumentation of dialectic, as Aristotle understands it, must be strictly 
necessary and not probable. Dialectic differs from demonstration only in 
not yet having self-evident starting points in hand. If the subject matter 
one reasons about does not admit of knowledge but only of opinion that 
may be more or less well-grounded, Aristotle calls the activity rhetoric, 
the counterpart of dialectic. 


Display (epideixis) In the beginning of the Gorgias, the word is used for what 
Gorgias does, which is to make speeches that put himself and his skill 
on display. At 467C of the dialogue, Socrates shifts its meaning by chal- 
lenging Polus to display (epideiknunai) the evidence for his claims. Aris- 
totle uses the noun and related words for one of the three main forms 
of rhetoric, described first in Bk. I, Chap. 3, of the Rhetoric, the kind that 
puts the virtues or vices of some person, group, or institution on display 
in a speech made on a public occasion. Other translations sometimes call 
it ceremonial rhetoric, but Aristotle names it not by its occasion but by 
its characteristic activity. Aristotle’s examples of speeches for display 
include Pericles’ funeral oration for the young men who died in the early 
fighting in the Peloponnesian War, a speech in praise of the Athenian 
way Of life, and Isocrates’ Panegyric, in praise of the founders of Athens’ 
public festivals. Because they show evidence for the praise and blame they 
offer, such speeches must articulate something about what is beautiful 
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or shameful in human life and action in order to put particular people 
or deeds on display as admirable or as deserving reproach. Hence these 
speeches can rise above their immediate occasions to address the goals of 
communal life. Examples from American history would include Lincoln’s 
Gettysburg address and second inaugural and Martin Luther King’s “I 
have a dream” speech. 


Elegance (fo asteion) The quality present in a statement that says something new 
to the hearer in a way that is vivid, striking, and easily grasped, without 
wasted words. One particularly elegant technique Aristotle singles out 
is balanced antithesis (antithesis parisos); see Chapters 9-11 of Book III of 
the Rhetoric. 


Enthymeme (enthuméma) A syllogism based in part or whole on likelihoods 
or signs, rather than on things that are immediately evident or demon- 
strably necessary; in the merely formal logic of our time, the word is used 
to mean a truncated syllogism, with one premise left out for rhetorical 
effect, but for Aristotle, the only difference between an enthymeme and 
a syllogism is its content. The word is a general term for anything con- 
nected in thought; Aristotle uses it for the characteristic building block of 
a rhetorical speech, the closest thing the subject matter of rhetoric permits 
to strict demonstration, a display of evidence for an opinion that cannot 
be turned into knowledge. 


Example (paradeigma) An alleged fact or made-up illustration used as a basis 
for a generalization from that particular to the universal, and a subsequent 
conclusion about the case under discussion; one type of what Aristotle calls 
argument by signs. A perceptible particular directly present, from which 
someone can grasp an intelligible universal, is called epagdgé, translated 
here as “induction” for the sake of the distinction from rhetorical examples, 
though the traditional use of the word induction is misleading in its sug- 
gestion that a universal conclusion can be built up out of an accumulation 
of particulars. See the note to 1356b 1. 


Good (agathon) In the realm of human action, anything worthy of choice. In 
the Rhetoric, Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of good: the advantageous 
(to sumpheron), what is choiceworthy as a means to an end and is sought 
by deliberative assemblies; the just (fo dikaion), by which each person does 
and has what properly belongs to him, subject to determination by courts 
of law; and the beautiful (to kalon), which is choiceworthy for its own sake 
(1366a 33) and is praised in speeches for display. In the Gorgias, Socrates 
argues in 474D-475A that what is beautiful is either pleasant or well- 
adapted to an end or both, in 495A-500E that the good is not the same as 
the pleasant, and in 503D-507A that the good of anything depends on an 
orderliness (kosmos); hence, Socrates concludes (507E-508A), the human 
good is rooted in the cosmos, the ordered whole which includes heaven 
and earth, gods and humans, justice and geometry. 


288 | PLATO: GORGIAS and ARISTOTLE: RHETORIC 


Likelihood (eikos) Something that happens or holds true for the most part 
in the realm of human action and endeavor. Aristotle distinguishes this 
sense of likelihood from what happens for the most part in the natural 
realm (1357a 34-36), where causes are strictly knowable but operate with 
organic consistency rather than mechanical necessity. Scorching heat will 
be present in the latitudes of Greece in late summer when no countervail- 
ing circumstances prevent it, but a rigidly maintained democracy does 
not necessarily lead toward anarchy or tyranny (1360a 25-27). Rhetoric 
deals with those aspects of communal life that are inherently open to 
going in different ways, and is itself one factor in assuring or averting a 
likely outcome. 


Means of persuasion (pistis) The word refers primarily to an enthymeme, or 
to a sign or likelihood on which an enthymeme is based, and Aristotle 
often uses it in that restricted sense, but he also applies it to anything in 
a speech that displays the speaker’s character as trustworthy, or arouses 
appropriate feelings, or offers any kind of reinforcement to an argument. 
Documents offered in evidence in a trial, for instance, would be pisteis of 
a kind extraneous to the art of rhetoric. 


Pandering (kolakeia) Playing to the tastes and desires of others for one’s own 
advantage, Socrates’ characterization of the rhetoric that Gorgias and Polus 
practice. The word is usually translated “flattery,” but Greek had many 
other words (areskeia, thopeia, hédulogia) for the agreeable sort of sweet talk 
that might be used among equals for no ulterior purpose. The emphatic 
characteristic of a kolax is shamefaced servility, in the sharpest contrast to 
the mastery and honor claimed by Gorgias and Polus. 


Passions, the (ta pathé) The entire array of temporary, passively induced, 
irrational states of feeling. The word covers mild feelings such as a favor- 
able impression of the defendant in a trial as well as violent ones such as 
hatred. Chapters 2-11 of Book II of Aristotle’s Rhetoric amount to a treatise 
on the passions, and he speaks often in the work of speech or wording 
designed to arouse feeling (pathetikés or pathetiké). 


Prejudice (diabolé) Unfounded negative opinions or feelings about a person 
or group that are already present before a rhetorical presentation begins. 
Aristotle also uses the word for an attack meant to arouse prejudice and 
for the slander contained in such an attack. Chapters 14 and 15 of his 
Rhetoric deal with ways a speaker can neutralize prejudice. 


Rhetoric (rhétoriké) Introduced as an uncommon word in 448D of the Gorgias. 
Rhétér was a common word for a skilled public speaker, and rhetoric 
would be the name of his skill, whatever that may be. Gorgias, in Plato’s 
dialogue, calls it a mastery over speeches and consequently over other 
people (452E); in his own Encomium of Helen (sections 10-11), he calls it 
witchcraft, a hypnotic art that molds false but potent speeches. Socrates 
calls it pandering, the manipulation of crowds in a servile rather than 
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masterful way, but he leaves open the possibility of a more admirable 
kind of rhetoric. Numerous manuals of techniques for successful speak- 
ing had been written with the title Art of Speeches. Aristotle coins the verb 
technologein, “to make a speech art,” or perhaps even “speech-art-monger- 
ing,” for what is done in these books; he considers them all to dwell on the 
periphery of a central activity they say nothing about. Rhetoric, according 
to Aristotle, is the study of all the things that make an opinion persuasive, 
a dialectical inquiry applied to non-dialectical subjects, those that do not 
admit of knowledge, but do admit of opinions that can be shown to rest 
on better or worse evidence. 


Showing (deixis) The presentation of evidence for an opinion, the central and 
characteristic activity of rhetorical speaking, according to Aristotle (1354a 
26-28), to which all the other things a speaker does to be persuasive are 
accessories. It is what makes rhetoric more than the merely showy kind of 
showing-off (epideixis) that was the specialty of Gorgias, but also marks it 
as less than the demonstration (apodeixis) possible in mathematics. 


Sign (sémeion) Anything, particular or universal, which is for the most part 
an indication that something else is the case. A sign is a source of infer- 
ence from one likelihood to another. If a ruler asks for a bodyguard, that 
is a sign that he may be plotting to become a tyrant. In the special case in 
which a sign invariably indicates that something else is the case, as a fever 
indicates that someone is unwell, Aristotle calls it a tekmérion, translated 
here as criterion. (See 1357b 1-36 and 1403a 2-15.) 


Speech (logos) A discourse spoken to a group of people, but the word also 
names the whole array of connections of meaning that underlie a lan- 
guage and allow a speaker to be understood. The word logos has perhaps 
the richest range of meaning of any word in ancient Greek, but the two 
meanings just given may be taken as the focal ones. They are the two fixed 
points around which the Gorgias revolves, from the moment when Gor- 
gias declares that he has a mastery over logoi (449E), and Socrates asks in 
response about the variety of subjects human beings approach by means 
of the logos. Socrates’ repeated declarations of his own preference for fol- 
lowing the logos where it leads illustrate his fundamental opposition to 
those who attempt to force logoi into shapes that suit their predetermined 
purposes. To capture the echoes of this theme, that are everywhere in the 
Gorgias, this translation almost always renders logos as “speech,” even 
when other English words might come closer to its various uses in their 
contexts. 


Speech-art making (technologein) A word Aristotle coins (1354b 17) for the 
industrious production of manuals of rhetorical tricks, each of which went 
by the name Art of Speeches (techné tôn log6n), but none of which, accord- 
ing to Aristotle, contains any part of that art (1354a 11-13). Liddell and 
Scott missed the joke and thought the word was extending the meaning 
of another verb (diorizein) used in proximity to its first occurrence; they 
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gave their stamp of authority to the unimaginative conjecture “bring under 
the rules of art, systematize” and subsequent translation and commentary 
have followed their lead. 


Syllogism (sullogismos) The building block of demonstration, consisting, 
according to Aristotle, of two propositions that are either self-evident or 
necessary consequences of things that are self-evident, and a conclusion 
that necessarily follows from them. The word is used today for any pair 
of premises with a conclusion, but if the premises lack necessity, Aristotle 
would call such an argument an enthymeme. 


Topic (topos) A ready-made argument that can be adapted to many situa- 
tions. The word does not refer to the subject-matter of the argument, and 
is hence misleading in English, but its use was so well established before 
Aristotle’s time that he does not define it, and the plural of it is his title for 
his study of dialectic, traditionally called in English the Topics, to which 
he refers often in the Rhetoric. The literal meaning of topos is “place,” 
and it is used for a metaphorical location in a filing system, the spot to 
which one turns for an argument that does not have to be devised anew 
on every occasion. 
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Plato's Gorgias contains a classical attack on rhetoric and Aristotle's Rhetoric is a 
classical defense of it. This pairing of the two books in one volume allows the reader 
to enter into a philosophic exchange of unusual depth. Complete with a thorough 
introduction and designed to emphasize the illumination each work sheds on the 
other, translator Joe Sachs argues that the two texts constitute a complex conversation 
rather than a mere opposition. The relation between the thinking of Plato and Aristotle 
can be understood directly through the study of this highly focused exchange. 


Other Joe Sachs titles available from Focus Publishing: 


Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics 
Aristotle: Poetics 

Plato: Republic 

Plato: Theaetetus 


Joe Sachs has emerged as one of the great translators of Plato and 
Aristotle. . . Presenting these two texts together is an opportunity for 
scholars and students to grasp more deeply the philosophical struggle 
in classical philosophy over the relationship between language and 
truth, a struggle that has been at the heart of philosophy ever since. 
Sachs’s footnotes and annotations, including a glossary and outline, 
are judicious and in no way distract from the original text, while at 
the same time proving time and again to be very helpful. 


—Walter Brogan, Villanova University 
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